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This report, volume 2 of the 1967 Census of Governments,
provides data on valuations set in 1966 for local general
property taxation and findings from a sample survey of
real estate sales taken during a 6-month period in 1966.
included are estimated distributions of taxable realty and
indicated assessment ratios for varicus use classes cf
realty.
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intervals as required by law under Title 13, United States
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assisted by Mary A. East and Ella M. Thomas, supervised
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transfers.
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ministrative and Publications Services Division provided
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Governments Division, mainly by Helen D. Files.
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and recorders who made official source materials avail-
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INTRODUCTION

In the 1967 Census of Governments, the foliowing
major statistical efforts were undertaken to fulfill the
statutory provision that this periodic undertaking supply
data on “tax valuations”:

1. From the agency primarily concerned with
property tax administration in each State, figures were
obtained concerning the values that were officially set
or “assessed” in 1966 on property subject to local
general property taxation.! The results of this survey
are presented by States intables 2and 3 and by counties
in table 18, with supplementary data on personal
property valuations summarized ia tables 22 and 23.

2. Information obtained on a sample basis from
local tax rolls was used to prepare estimates of the
number of pieces of locally assessed real property,
and of the distribution of these properties and their
assessed value by use-class and by decile groups in
terms of assessed value. Findings from this undertaking
are shown by States in tables 4 to 8 and 10, and for
major local areas in table 19.

3. Information was also gathered on a sample
basis about real properties that changed hands during a
6-month period of 1966 to derive estimates of the
number of parcels, their assessed value, sales price,
indicated assessment-sales ratio of ordinary real estate
“involved in measurable sales” as defined and recorded
in this survey, and on prc¢r2arty tax rates. Statistics
based on this effort appear in tables 9, 11 to 17, and 19
to 21,

Statistics from these three major survey oper-
ations are supplemented in this report by: Summary
data on property tax revenue (in table 1) from the
Census Bureau’s annual sample survey of governmental
finances in fiscal 1965-66; some additional information
on the composition of major categories of assessed
values, based on study of tax law provisions of the
various States and summarized in this introductory
text; and data also separately developed, and presented
in table 24, about the “special property taxes” that
apply in various States,

Some of the statistics in this report were pre-
viously issued on a preliminary basis in Assessed
Values for Property Taxation and Property Tax Rates
in Seiected Major Cities and Counties (Preliminary
Reports No. 4 and No. S of the 1967 Census of
Governments).

lyaluations set in 1966 were substantially the base for
property tax revenue of local governments during theilr
1966-67 f'iscal years--the interval for which other data
on governmental finances are being assembled in the 1967
Census of Covernments.

NATURE AND TERMINOLOGY OF
PROPERTY TAXATION

The various States are legally independent of one
another in determining their respective arrangements
for taxation. Accordingly, while the basic concepts and
principles of property taxation show a resemblance
from State to State, there is a good deal of variety in
particular elements--including terminoiogy, adminis-
trative arrangements, the tax calendar, classification
of property, and record systeams, Inother words, there
is not one nationwide system of property taxation, but
many different sysiems--one in each State and the
District of Columbia. Furthermore, since much of the
actual administration of the property tax rests with
local government officials, variety in the procedures
and records used is often to be found even within
individual States,

Especially because of this divevsity within “the”
property lax system, proper interpretation of the data
presented in tiis vepovt calls for careful attention to
the column headings and footnoting of various tables,

as well as to the definitional background offered in the
text below.

In Census Bureau reporting of the revenue of State
and local governments, one major category concerns
“property taxes,” which are defined as “taxes condi-
iioned on ownership of property and measured by its
value.”

Discus.. .~ of the base for property taxationusu-
ally disting - :marply between two major cat2gories--
real property &nd personal property. Real property
consists of land and any structures or other improve-
ments on it. Personal property includes not only
tangible items such as vehicles, commodities, live-
stock, and furniture, but also “intangible personal
property” consisting of money, bank deposits, stocks,
bonds, mortgages, and other such assets which have
value for exchange purposes rather than for directuse.

Practically all privately owned real property is
legaily subject throughout the United States to the “gen-
eral” property tax (as defined below). Intangible per-
sonal property, at the other extreme, is in most States
legally exempt from general property taxes although in
many instances subject to certain special property
taxes, In most States, at least some kinds of tangible
personal prorerty are within the scope of the general
property tax, but legal provisions apply widely for the
partial or complete exemption of personal property, or
for dealing with it by special property taxes.

The Bureau of the Census defines general property
taxes as “taxes conditioned on ownership of property
and measured by its value, and applicable either to all

1



INTRODUCTION

property, to all tangible property, or to all real prop-
erty, not specifically excepted, whether at a single raie
or at classified ~ffective rates.” Under the general
property tax system, the valuations officially recorded
for all kinds of taxable property at any particular
location are taxed at the same total rate,® or at a set
of related rates.

A majority of States has legally removed some
kinds of property from the coverage of the general
property tax system and made them subject instead to
special property taxes. By suchtaxes--mostcommonly
relating to money, bank shares, or other kinds of
intangible personal property, to motor vehicles, or to
particular kinds of utility property--a rate applies which
is not directly goverred by the rate of general property
taxation in particular local areas. Usually, thisis a
uniform statewide rate, either specified by law or
representing the average of general property tax rates
for the entire State. Table 24 presents a summary of
such special property taxes of State and local govern-
ments, as legally applicable in fiscal 1967,

Of the various meanings which can be givento the
word “assessment,” two are especially relevant to this
report: “An official valuation of property. . .ior tax-
ation; also, the value so assigned.” Most uses of the
term assessment in this report relate to amounts that
appeared on local records with respect to the property
subject to local general property taxes, representing
valuations officially set in 1966.

In numerous States, as more fully discussed below
under “Composition of the Property Tax Base,” there is
legal provision for the exemption from generxal property
taxes of part (or all, up to certain limits) of the value
officially recorded for certain property otherwise
taxable. Two levels of “assessed value” may be
recognized in these instances--the gross amount before
such deductions and the net amount of assessed value
actually subject to tax. Except in tables 2, 3, and 18,
where both kinds of figures are shown, all the assessed
value amounts shown in this report pertain tothe gross
valuation rather than the net taxable amount.

Nearly everywaere in the United States, responsi-
bility for property assessment rests primarily with
local government officials, subject in varying degrees
to State supervision. Commonly, however, the task of
valuing some classes of property that are subject to
the general property tax rests with a State agency. (In
most instances this assignment concerns operating
property of railroads and other public utilities.) Each
local assessing jurisdiction places the State-set
valuations assigned to it upon its assessment roll for
coverage by the general property tax » - that are
locally applicable.

Such arrangements cut through the basic property
classification that was mentioned above, since the State-
assessed values are generally not broken down into
separate parts for real property and personal property.

2This does not necessarily mean that the tax will have
a uniform relation to the real or "full" value of all
taxable property since, by law or in practice, the rela-
tion of +the taxable value to actual market value may
differ considerably among various classes of property.

The latter distinction appears in this report, therefore,
only for assessed valuations get by local governments.
As a result, the primary breakdowa here of all taxable
values deals with (1) State-assessed property, (2)
locally assessed real property, and (3) locally ascessed
personal property.

ASSESSED VALUES FOR GENERAL PROPERTY
TAXATION

Propercy values that were officially set or
assessed in 1966 for local general property taxation
in the United States totaled $499.0 billion. This included
$41.6 billion for property valued in the firstinstance by
State agencies and $457.4 billion for locally assessed
property. Of the toral of all such valuations, however,
$14.9 billion were legally exempt from the appiication
of local general property taxes, Accordingly, the net
aggregate of iocally taxable assessed valuations was
$484.1 billion, 4istributed as follows:

Amount
Ttem (billion | Percent

dollars)
Tot@leeeaeessessosonsososvanas 484.1 100.0
State-assessed property.eceeeceeees 41,6 8.6
RailrogdS.eeeeescecssrononvesoans 5.1 1.1
Other utilities.eoveoss ceserscas . 25.0 5.2
Other.."" lllll $ 00689 09 000 11.5 2.4
Locally assessed property.eesscssae 442.5 91.4
Real pProperty.sceeccecsescescsons 378.9 78.3
Personal property..cceceeessseces 63.6 13.1

The important contribution of property taxation
to the financing of ..cal and State governments is illus-
trated by the following figures on property tax revenue:

Amount Percent; of all tax
(million dollars) revenue
Fiscal
year State and | Local gov-| State and |Local gov-
local gov- ernments | local gov-| ermments
ernments only ernments only
1965-661. 124,670 23,836 43.5 87.1
1964-65", 122,583 21,817 441 86.9
1963-64%, 121,241 20,519 bba5 87.2
1963..... 20,089 19,401 45.4 87.5
1962.4... 19,054 18,414 45,9 87.7
1961,.... 18,002 17,370 46.3 87.7
1960. ..., 16,405 15,798 45,4 87.4
1959..... 14,583 14,417 46.3 87.2
1958..... 14,047 13,514 46,2 87.4
1957..... 12,864 12,385 44,6 86.7

1pata are for govermmental fiscal years ended during
the period July through June; for prior years, data are
for governmental fiscal years ended during the calendar

year.

A minor percentage of these amounts of revenue
has been obtained from special property taxes, applied
distinctively to certain kinds of property, as detailed



INTRODUCTION 3

here on a State-by-State basis in table 24. But most
property tax revenue is from general property taxes,
as defined above.

The proportionate distribution of the nation-
wide aggregate of taxable assessed values in 1966,
as summarized ahove, generally resembles that shown
for 1961 valuations in the report, Taxable Property
Values (Volume Il of the 1962 Census of Governments).
The present dollar total, however, reflects a marked
rise during this S-year interval, from $354.0 billion to
$484.1 billlon, an increase of 36.8 percent. The

predominant component, locally assessed real property,
shows a rise of 40.5 percent,

Undoubtedly the marked growth in tax valuations
can be traced in a large part to new residential
construction and other construction of recent years.
However, the indicated amounts of dollar change in
assessed values cannot be closely associated with
statistics on new construction, mainly because
valuations set for property tax purposes commonly
represent only a limited fraction of the current market
worth of taxable property. It shouldespeciallybe noted
that differences between assessed value data shownhere
for individual States and corresponding figures reported
by the 1962 Census of Governments may arise from any
of various factors, including notonly economic develop-
ments that changed the composition of the property tax
rolls, but also revisions that may have been made in
property tax laws and legal or administrative action
that may have altered the prevailing level of assessment,

COMPOSITION OF THE PROPERTY TAX BASE

Table 2 presents State-by-State data for each of
the major components of the general property tax base,
as summarized nationally above. ‘These statistics on
assessed valuations (including figures for the tax exempt
portion) do not reflect any amounts for property which
is entirely outside the scope of general property
taxation and for which, accordingly, valuations do not
generally appear on assessment rolls. This exclusion
involves (1) property used for publicly beneficial
purposes, such as governmental holdings, church prop-
erties, nonprofit hospitals, and educational institutions;
(2) in most States, some particular classes of property
that are specifically exempt from local general prop-
erty taxation, as more fully discussed below; and (3)
new industrial plants accorded temporary exemption in
certain States, in an effort to attract new industry.

Of taxable assessed valuations totaling $484.1
billion for the Nation as a whole in 1966, $342,2 billion,
or 70.7 percent, involved property in standard metro-
politan statistical areas (SMSA's), as indicated in table
3. This is a somewhat greater percentage than the
proportion of the population (67.1 percent) estimated in
July 1965 as residing within such areas.

In 29 of the S50 States, a major portion of all
taxable assessed valuations in 1966 was accounted for
by the SMSA portion of the State. As table 3 also shows,
State-assessed property makes up a smaller partof the
property tax base in metropolitan areas than elsewhere.
The difference in composition may be summarized
nationally as follows:

Percent of taxable
Property agsessed valuaticns

Within Outside

SMSA's SMSA's
Total'll.......‘.'...‘-‘l.l.' 100.0 100'0
State-&ssessed prOpeI'ty. 0000 css 2000 70 3 11.8

Locally assessed property:

Real propertyeecsssccosrecaces et 81.1 71,4
Personal propertyeesss.. ceeesesas 11.6 16.8

A similar divergence appears in table 3 for numerous
individual States. This characteristic of the data
presumably reflects the fact that State assessment
mainly pertains to railroads and other public utilities,
whose operations tend to be geographically dispersed.

Summary tax base figures corresponding to the
statewide amounts shown in table 2 are presented in
table 18 for all individual county areas (and county-
type areas), as well as for selected major cities--those
that had at least 100,000 inhabitants in 1960.

The proportions of the local general property tax
base that are represented by State-assessed property,
locally assessed personal property, and locally assessed
realty range widely from one State to another, This
variation results from differences in both the scope of
the general property tax and in the assignment of
assessing responsibilities,?

The following four text sections further describe
some of the major variables that affect the composition
of the general property tax base of individual States,
as summarized in table 2,

Railroads and other utilities

The laws of most States typically call for taxation
of railroad and other utility property on a parity with
other taxable property. Thus, taxation is conditioned
on property value, the tax rate usually is that applicable
to other property in the same jurisdiction (although it
may be some average of local rates), tax proceeds
are commingled with collections on other property, and
often the law specifies a means of “equalizing” the tax
treatment of railroads and other public utilities with
that of the other property classes.

However, because publi¢ utility property generally
extends beyond the borders of individual taxing juris-
dictions and because of its complicated nature, most
Scates provide for the assessment of public utility
operating property by a State agency.

A number of States exempt railroads from
property taxation, generally in favor of some other
specially applicable type of tax. This is the situation
in Connecticut, Hawaii, Maine, Minnesota, and Penn-
sylvania, as well as substantially in Alaska and

3Although the assessment function in Hawaii rests en-
tirely with a State agency, coverage of local general
property taxes there extends to real property of the
types which elsewhere are commonly assessed locally.
Accordingly,Hawail valuations are treated here aslocally
asgessed.



Delaware. Of the other 43 States, there are four--
Michigan, New Hampshire, Vermont, and Wisconsin--
in which special property tax arrangements apply (as
shown in table 24) in lieu of local general property
taxation of railroad operating property. This is the
case also for certain types of railroad property in
New Jersey. In the remaining 38 States (plus New
Jersey, in part), the base for local general property
taxation includes railroads as well as other types of
property. In most of these cases, as reflected in table
2, the assessment of railroads for this purpose is made
in the first instance by a State agency. However, there
are three States--Massachusetts, New York, and Rhode
Island--where the railroad portion of the general
property tax base is locally assessed directly in con-
junction with other types of taxable property. This is
also generally true for Texas, where the State assess-
ment role is limited to railroad “franchise value.”

In three States--Hawaii, Pennsylvania, and Wis-
consin--(as well as in Alaska, at local option) non-
railroad utilities are exempted from local general
property taxation; in several additional States this is
the case for certain particular types of such utilities.
In most of these instances, special property taxation
applies (see table 24) or some other types of tax are
imposed specifically upon the exempted kinds of enter-
prises.

Subject to these exceptions, nonrailroad utilities
commonly are subject to local general property taxation,
but there is marked diversity between States in the
legally specified pattern of assessment responsibility.
The most common provision is for comprehensive
assessment of the operating property of nonrailroad
utilities by a State agency. This is the arrangement in
most of the States (see table 2) where a substantial
portion of the total tax base is represented by State-
assessed property of such utilities, At the other
extreme, local assessment of all or substantially all
tvpes of nonrailroad utilities that are not legally
exempted from general taxation appears in the follow-
ing 10 States:

Connecticut Massachusetts
Delaware New Hampshire
Florida New Jersey
[1linois Rhode Island
Maine Vermont

Between these extremes are States where the valuation
task is legally split between State and local assessing
agencies, either accordingto particular types of utilities
or on some other basis., For example, the State may
supplement local assessment to a significant degree by
valuing franchise value or other parts of the operating
property or may deal with intercounty (as distinct from
intracounty) property. Such composite or mixed ar-
rangements appear in the following 12 States:

Arizona Montana

Idaho Nebraska
Indiana Nevada
Michigan New York
Minnesota North Carolina
Missouri Texas

INTRODUCTION

In those States that centrally assess railroad
and utility property, it is common [ractice to use
the “unit-rule” method of assessment. This process
involves appraisal of an integrated property as a whole
without reference to the value of its component parts.
Once a unit valuation is established, some proportionis
allocated to the assessing State, the allocated value is
adjusted to take account of valuation levels for other
classes of property, and the resulting equalized value is
apportioned among the local governmental units that have
taxing jurisdiction.

Methods of unit appraisal vary widely among the
States, but among the “evidences of value” in use are
capitalized net operating income, the market value of
shares of stock and units of indebtedness, and a number
of measures of investment such as depreciated repro-
duction cost and depreciated original cost. The net-
income and stock-and-debt factors are ineffect “going-
concern” values that may either exceed or fall short of
the investment measure,

At the outset, the unit-rule approach to property
valuation found acceptance amwong the States in part
because it provided a means of taking account of factors
such as corporate excess, capitalized monopoly ad-
vantages, or good will arising out of the operation of a
business firm as an established and successful enter-
prise. Frequently, the commercial or market value of
a business as a whole is greater than the sum of the
values that can be assigned to the constituent items of
property of which it is composed. Unless specifically
exempted, such an excess, if any, is subject to assess-
ment and taxation under an ad valorem tax in the same
manner as any other kind of property.

An extended term of unfavorable earnings ex-
perience has largely eliminated the element of corporate
excess in the railroad industry. Indeed, corporate
excesses in many cases have given way to corporate
“deficiencies.” Consequently, if unit-rule appraisals of
railroads gave substantial weight to earnings and stock
and debt market values, they would often fall short of
the values inferred from the various measures of
investment. The market value of a railroad system
may be more nearly approximated by an assessor’s
evaluation or the market’s evaluation of its earnings
performance and prospects than by an estimate of the
cost of replacing the current inventory of assets even
with due allowance for physical depreciation.

Tangible personal property

The extent to which tangible personal property
privately owned and used for private consumption or
business pursuits is legally subject to local general
property taxes ranges from complete exemption in four
States--Delaware, Hawaii, New York, and Penn-
sylvania--to substantially general coverage in 14
States--Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana,
Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, North Carolina, Rhode
Island, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and West Virginia.
Between these extremes are 32 States and the District
of Columbia that legally provide for some, but not all,
tangible personal property to be locally assessed and
taxed.
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Table A summarizes by States the legal status,
as to local general property taxation, of major classes
of tangible personal property.

Commercial and industrial personal property is
legally taxable by local governments in alarger number
of States (46 plus the District of Columbia) th-n is any
other broad class of tangible personal property. How-
ever, not all commercial and industrial property is
subject to local levies. Numerous States provide ex-
emptions for particular types of such property.

Tangible agricultural personal property is subject
to taxation in 42 States and is completely exempted
from local general property taxes in Kentucky,
Louisiana, Michigan, and Mississippi, as well as in the
four other States that exempt all tangible personal
property. {Kentucky, however, does subject agricultural
products in storage to speclal property taxes, as
indicated in table 24.) Many of the States permitting
local governments to tax tangible agricultural personal

5

property have also granted special exemptions which

reduce the taxable value of this class of property.*

Household personal property is legally subject
to local general property taxes in 30 States and
completely exempted in 19 States and the District of

Columbia.
property except television sets,

Maine exempts all household personal
Two-thirds of the 30

States in which household personalty is legally subject
to local general property taxation provide for partial
exemptions, which range from $100 per household or
taxpayer in California, Maryland, Oklahoma, and New
Jersey to $5,000 in Massachusetts and Michigan.
Florida and Tennessee exempt up to $1,000 of house-
hold personal property. Five of the 30 States provide
for optional exemption of household personal property
by local jurisdictions. This option has been exercised
widely in Alaska, Maryland, Minnesota, and New Jersey,

and less widely in Virginia,

“More detailed informetion appears ina study by Harvey

Shapiro, Taxation of Tangible Personal Property Used in
Agriculture (U,S. Department of Agriculture, Economie

Research Service, Farm Economics Division, 1962).

Table A. LEGAL COVERAGE OF MAJOR TYPES OF TANGIBLE PERSONAL PROPERTY BY LOCAL GENERAL PROPERTY TAXES,
BY STATES: 1967
Cammercial House- Commercial House-
State and Agricul-| hold Motor State and Agricul-| hold Motor
industrial tural |personallvehicles {ndustrial tural |personal]vehicles
property property
Number of Mississipplecececese T E E T
taxing States. 47 42 30 21 | Missouri.eeseecesoee T T T T
Montanfeeeecesssvees T T T T
ALabANA. ¢ enrerennness T T i p | Nebraska........... T T T T
ﬁiizgxa‘;.."""""" ’Ir‘ ’Ir‘ %‘ % Nevada..'..'."..l'. T T T E
A aé""""""' T T T T New Hampshire.eceee. T T E E
e A NEW JersSe¥esesescess T T iL E
COlifornia..essnnssns 7 T 1p g | New Mexico.......... T T T E
ColoradOesserscecaces T T E E
NewYork."..‘l.'I'. E E E E
Sopnectiout.ses.esees : I E T | North carolina...... T T lp T
North Dakot@e.eess.s T T it E
District cholwnbia, T E 1E E ohio.'..l"'l.l..l.' T T E E
Floridaeeecoecceereses T T lT E OKLAhOMA, v s ve vevnnss T T 1p E
Georglaceeesesoscesees T T T T
Hawaid E E E E OregoN.cseceosnssacce T T E E
rrecretreuneses Pennsylvania........ E E 1E E
TN s evnornnsernes T T E g | Bpode Island........ T T T T
TAnols. eeeeeneeen 7 . : T | soutn carolina...... T T E T
TOWE. ensvvrvnnrnrrnns T T 17 = | south pakota........ T T T E
Trrss et Tennessee.veeevscans T T iT T
KOTSRS, + v cvsenvnrenns 2,1. T E T TeXasSessveesoeserose T T T T
Kentuckye.o.ovvessane T E E Tl Utaheeereernnnnennss T T E T
Louisianaesececsecene T E E E v t T 4p E E
MBin€sssesseenerrnans T T () E | (SrmONtecsceoreasses
virginia..’..l.."'. T T L T
MATY1and, e eoeneesons. 7 T 1y, g | Weshington.......... T T £ E
MassachusettS.eesees. T T lp E | West Virginia....... T T by T
Michigan......ooveess T E ir E | Wisconsin.....ouuen T r E E
Mimesota".DICQCOQOQ T T 1'L E wymlir’g..".'..l..l' T T 1T E

Note: T denotes legal taxabllity; E denotes exemption;
exempt these 1tems is eaercised in most jurisdictions.

lsubject to legal provisions for partial exemptions.

2Machinery is exempt.

3elevision sets only.

L denotes local option; except in Virginia, the option to

4Machinery and equipment are exempt; livestock and poultry are subject to legal provision for partial exemptiaons.



A majority of the States exempt motor vehicles
from local general property taxation in favo:r of the
application of a special property tax (in eight States)
or some entirely distinct form of taxation. There are
2] States, however, where local assessment of personal
property legally comprises motor vehicles as well as
other personalty. This count includes Alaska, where
taxability is at local option. It does not include
Louisiana, where municipalities (but not counties) can
subject motor vehicles to property taxation.

As indicated in table 24, the 10 States which tax
motor vehicles at special property tax rates are
Arizona, California, Colorado, Kentucky, Maine, Massa-
chusetts, Nevada, New Hampshire, Washington, and
Wyoming. In all but three of these States--California,
Nevada, and Washington--these motor vehicle property
taxes are collected locally, principally for local govern-
ment purposes. The proceeds in these three States,
although State-collected, are shared with local
governments,

Intangible personal property

The difficulty of locatinc and assessing intangible
personal property--e.g., stocks, bonds, bank deposits,
and mortgages--for general property taxation has bheen
widely recognized. Accordingly, there are only nine
States (plus Alaska, at local option) where all intangible
property is legally part of the base for local general
property taxation. In two of these instances--Illinois
and New Mexico--certain types of intangibles are
subject to valuation by the State, rather than by local
assessors, In preparing the present report, separate
figures on local valuations of intangible personal
property were unavailable for Alaska, Arkansas,
Illinois, Tennessee, and Texas, although some such
amounts are presumably included in the data shown for
those States in table 2 under “locally assessed personal
property.” For the other five States which fall within
this group, the data in table 2 include intangible personal
property assessments as follows (in millions of dollars):

Jouisiana ., . ......... .. ... 171
MONEANA . 4 v v v v v v v v v v v v ns 16
New Mexico, . ............. 112
West Virginia . ............ 427
Wyoming. . ............... 5

Certain types of intangible personal property are
legally subject to local assessment for general property
taxation in six additional States--Alabama, Georgia,
Idaho, Mississippi, Nevada, and North Dakota. However,
separate valuations on this score were reported only by
Georgia, for which the table 2 figure on “locally
assessed personal property” includes $123 million for
intangibles (bank shares), and by Mississippi, $17
million,

Of the other 35 States, the following 15 (plus the
District of Columbia) have no property taxation which
applies to intangibles:

Arizona Massachusetts South Carolina
Colorado Missouri Utah
Connecticuc New Hampshire = Vermont
Delaware  New York Washington
Hawaii Oregon Wisconsin
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Elsewhere, there is legal provision for special (as
distinct from general) property taxation of intangible
personal property--comprehensively in 15 States--and
for certain types of intangibles in five States (plus
Georgia for personalty, other than that subject tolocal
assessment, as mentioned above).

Partial exemptions of taxable property

Figures appear in table 2 for both “Gross as-
sessed value (before exemptions)” and “Assessed
value subject to tax, after deduction of exemptions.”
Differences between the two sets cf data result from
partial exemptions from the local general property tax
base--i.e., deductions from gross assessments thatare
made before local property tax rates are applied.

Amounts of assessed values relieved of liability
to local property taxes by various types of reported
partial exemptions may be summarized as follows:

( Exemptions ) Total as

million dollars percent
State of gross
Hame= Vet~ assessed

Total stead | erans' Other value
Total...| 14,901 || 9,054| 2,065 | 3,783 12,9
Alaba.mao sevcae 104 - - 104 2. 5
AI‘iZOﬂ&- Poev e 134 - 44 90 5. ’7
Califomiao [N ) 665 - 665 - lo 5
Comnecticut... 293 - (3)| 2293 2.1
Delaware.ceces. 8 - - 8 0.5
Florida.eeess. 5,61C |} 5,610 - - 18.0
Georgla.eeess. 1,371 ]| 1,193 - 179 18.8
Hawaiiesoeooeo 319 319 - - 9.4
IdahOeesssses . 16 -1 (23 216 1.7
Indiana...e... 689 - 383 606 6.8
IoWBeeeesvoaes 122 - 122 - 1.9
Louisiana..... 980 980 - - 20.8
Maine.eeoesoos 40 - 340 - 1.3
Massachusetts. 479 () 3471 433 3.2
Mississippi... 479 479 - - 23.9
Nevadasseseess 154 - (%) 2154 9.4
New Hempshire. 47 - 45 1 1.9
New Jersey.... 1 - - 1 (2)
New Mexico.... 153 - 64 90 9.6
New Yorke..... 2,472 - 808 | 1,664 4.6
Oklahoma. e es . 559 472 (?) 2g7 15.5
Oregoneeesess . 80 - 39 41 2.3
Rhode Island.. 95 - (?) 295 2.9
waShing'ton. o0 23 - - 23 O- 5
wydning....-.. 6 - 6 - 0-6

Note: Because of rounding, detail may not add to
totals.,

Z Less than 0.05 percent.

1calculated by reference to nationwide total of gross
assessed valuations.

?yeterans' exemptions included with "other"exemptions;
separate data not available,

Applies only tc disabled veterans or veterans of
specific wars,

“Homestead exempiions included with"other" exemptions;
separate data not avallable,
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There are 25 States for which some amounts
have been repoxted for such partial exemptions, as
indicated in table 2, There are two additional States--
Michigan and North Carolina--where amounts for legally
authorized partial exemptions were not available. A
few States accounted for a major portion of the $14.9
billion of valuations thus exempted in 1966, and less
than $100 million of assessed value was involved in each
of nine States. In the following five States, however,
such partial exemptions reduced the gross statewide
total of assessed valuation by 15 percent or more:
Florida, 18.0 percent; Georgia, 18.8 percent; Louisiana,
20.8 percent; Mississippi, 23.9 percent; and Oklahoma,
15.5 percent.

These partial exemptions, as indicated in table 2,
apply predominantly to real property. Homestead
exemptions, which by definition are allowed against
realty only, accounted for 60 percent of the nationwide
total of partial exemptions in 1966, although they are
reported for only six States.

In addition, a few States allow credits against the
amount of property tax. lowa provides a “homestead
tax credit®” of up to 25 mills per dollar against a
portion of the assessed value of a homestead; the
entire local rate is applied to the gross assessed value,
and the amount of the tax credit is computed and deducted
from taxes due, Maryland authorizes counties to provide
tax credits on the basis of age or income of taxpayers
and the value of the property. New Jersey allows a tax
credit of $50 for veterans and veterans’ widows and $80
for persons over 65.

A few other States allow homestead exemptions
against State property tax levies only; such exemptions
are not deducted from gross valuations before the ap-
plication of local tax rates. North Dakota exempts from
property taxation all structures and improvements on
farms, but they are not assessed for valuation and do
not appear on the rolls.

Eleven States reported approximately $2.1 billion of
property tax exemptions allowed their veterans in 1966,
with most of this applicable to real property. Of the 11
States, eight allow such exemptions to all or most of
their veterans and the other three only to disabled
veterans or veterans of specific wars. Five additional
States--Connecticut, Idaho, Nevada, Oklahoma, and
Rhode Island--which also allow partial property tax
exemptions to all or most of their veterans, did not
explicitly report the amounts involved but included
these with “other® exemptions. A number of other
States which allow exemptions for certain limited
classes of veterans did not report the relatively minor
amounts involved. Veterans’ exemptions generally
apply to both real and personal property, and for some
of the States shown it has beennecessary for this report
to distribute the tax-exempt amounts arbitrarily between
these two categories of locally assessed properties,
on the basis of their respective gross assessed
valuations,

Numerous States provide for exemption of house-
hold goods (sometimes referred to as a “head of house-
hold” exemption) or other personal property, but the
values so excluded from taxation often are not recorded
and were reported to the Bureau of the Census by only

=

nine States--Alabama, Arizona, Georgia, Idaho, New
Hampshire, Oklahoma, Oregon, Rhode Island, and
Washington. As to other States that grant such
exemptions, the “gross assessed value” figures in
table 2 actually include, for household property, only
the net value subject to tax.

As shown in the foregoing tabulation, 17 States
reported value figures for partial exemptions other
than those for homesteads and veterans. Besides the
personalty amounts for the nine States listed above,
this includes other exemptions in Connecticut, Delaware,
Indiana (for mortgages and for real property owned
and occupied by elderly persons), Massachusetts (for
elderly persons), Nevada, New Jersey, New Mexico,
and New York (mainly for State-aided and limited-
dividend housing and for railroads with poor earnings).

LOCAL ASSESSMENTS OF REAL PROPERTY

In the Nation as a whole, as well as in most States,
locally assessed real estate accounts for most of the
base for general property taxation.

Tables 4 through 7 report the estimated dis-
tribution of locally assessed real property in each
State. Nationwide totals from these tables may be
summarized as follows:

Gross assessed

value Properties

Type of real property Amount

(billion | Percent
dollars)

Number

gands)

393.2| 100.0 |74,832 | 100.0

236.3 60.1 | 42,329 56.6

Residential (nonfarm)..
196.7| 50.0 40,436 [ 54.0

Single~-family houses.

Acreage and farms...... 43,4 11.0 | 14,085 18.8
Vacant 1otSeeseseseasss 10,2 2.6 14,250 | 19.0
Commercial and indus-
trial properties...... 97.2 24.7 | 2,487 3.3
Commerclaleeseecen.ss 60.0 15.3 ¢ 2,112 2.8
Industrialicecsecnnsss 37.1 9.4 376 0.5
Other and unallocable.. 6.0 1.5] 1,679 2.2

Note: Because of rounding, detail may not add teo
totals,

These assessed value figures relate to gross
valuations before deduction of partial exemptions that
apply in some States, as-discussed above, No attempt
has been made to estimate the applicability of such
exemptions by use class of property.

A comparison of these latest estimated totals
with corresponding figures from the 1962 Census of
Governments indicates a S-year increase of 7,4 million,
or 10,9 percent, in the total number of properties on
local assessment rolls. The number of vacant lots
increased by 1.4 million. commercial and industrial
properties changed very little, and acreage and farm
properties increased in number by approximately 700
thousand. In contrast, the number of nonfarm res-
idential properties on local assessment rolls rose by
5.0 million, or more than 13 percent, with most of this

(thou= | Percent
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change accounted for by single-family houses. Ac-
cordingly, the portion of local realty assessments
represented by nonfarm residential property shows a
considerable change during the S-year interval
1961-66--moving from 55.4 percent up to 56.6 percent
of the number of properties and fron: 57.9 percent up to
60.1 percent of the assessed valuations.

Tables 3 through 7 show assessed valuations,
number of taxable real properties, and percent distri-
butions separately for the portion of each State located
within standard metropolitan statistical areas and
show national totals separately for these areas and the
remainder of the Nation, The 227 SMSA’s included in
these tables comprised two-thirds of the population of
the United States (based on 1965 estimated population).
In 1966, as indicated by tables 4 and 6, these areas ac-
counted for 73 percent of the aggregate doilar amount
of local assessments of taxable property and for slightly
more than half of the total number of realty parcels on
the local tax roils. Exclusive of acreage and farm
properties, the SMSA portion represents about 79 per-
cent of all assessed values and 59 percent of the taxable
properties,

The following figures summarize real estate
assessments for standard metropolitan areas and their
relation to nationwide aggregates for various property
classes:

Gross assessed
4 value Properties
Type of real property] SMSA Percent SMSA Percent
amount of U.S nunber of U.S
(billion + t.l' (thou- t t'l.
dollars) | “o'@ sands)| “O'%
Totalesssesesnees 287.5 73.1] 38,249 51.1
Acreage and farms...... 12.7 29.2] 2,655 18.8
Other than acreage and
fAIMSeessessevesnnnnes 274.8 78,61 35,594 58.6
Residential (nonfarm) 186.0 78.7] 26,738 63.2
Single~family
houses.evseese vee 148,2 75.31 25,031 61.9
Vacant 1otS.ssevesees 7.3 7.4| 7,089 49,7
Commercial and indus-
trial properties.... 78.8 8l,1| 1,454 58.5
Commercialeececssss 49.3 82.0| 1,227 58.1
Industrial.cessones 29,5 79.5 228 60.6
Other and unallocable 2.7 44,2 313 18.6

Except for the aggregate value of locally as-
sessed real property (obtained from official State
agencies and sources, as described below), the figures
that are summarized above and shown by States in
tables 4 through 7 represent estimates. Theyare based
on information obtained by Census enumerators for
a sample of about 1.4 million real properties, as listed
on assessment records of 1,948 counties or other local
areas. A description of thatoperation is included below,
under “Data Sources and Survey Procedure.” Findings
from that survey were expanded, in accordance with the
sampling rates used, to arrive at the reported estimates
of the number of pieces of taxable realty. Estimates of
assessed value amounts for various property classes

were similarly derived and used as abasis for distrib-
uting the valuation amounts officially reported for
taxable realty as a whole,

Use classification

Following is a summary indication of the scope of
the major use classes of locally assessed real property.

Residential property (nonfarm)--In addition to the

predominant subclass, single-family houses, this
category also comprises apartments, flats, duplexes,
and the like. However, it excludes hotels, which were
subject to classification as commercial properties.

Acreage and farm properties--This classification
comprises individual properties described on local tax
rolls in terms of acreage, rather than as lots. While
amounts thus classified no doubt relate mainly to
property used for agricultural purposes, the category
also comprises unimproved timber land, mineral land
(in some States), and wasteland, as well as rural
residential properties.

Vacant lots--This category relates to local as-
sessments showing an assessed value for land but no
improvement value and described as lots rather thanas
acreage. Platted property outside incorporated areas is
included, as well as that within such areas.

Commercial _properties--This category was
defined to cover stores, hotels and motels, office
buildings, gasoline stations, commercial garages and
parking lots, warehouses, theaters, banks, and realty
of other commercial undertakings.

Industrial properties--This classification covers
factories; bakeries, dairies, and other food processing
plants; mills, mines, quarries, etc.; and utility property
where it is locally assessed as realty.

Other and unallocable--This heading relates to
properties that could not be fitted into the preceding
categories, It includes mineral rights, timber rights,
and oil rights where these are subject to distinct
assessment locally as real property

Review of the statistics gathered in the field
indicated that in some areas separate classification
of multifamily residential properties was not feasible
from records available, and separate reporting of this
category was not justified. Accordingly, although
figures are shown separately in tables 4 through 7 for
single-family houses as well as nonfarm residential
property as a whole, the difference between these
amounts cannot properly be taken as a-reliable measure
of multifamily residential property.

The count of properties given in table 6 relates to
pleces of real estate separately assessed and will not
conform to statistics that involve a different basis of
measurement. For example, the estimated number of
separate pleces of real estate classed as commercial
and industrial cannot be directly related to numbers of
commercial and industrial establishments. Numerous
separate stores or small manufacturing establishments
may operate in a single structure thatisonly one parcel
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on the real property assessment roll; conversely, a
single large manufacturing establishment may have
numerous separately assessed pieces of realty. A
similar distinction may be noted between the numbers
estimated here for separate nonfarm residential assess-
ments and housing ' units counted in statistics on
housing. The count of assessments classed as pertaining
to acreage and farm property will also differ from
numbers of farms because of the definitions that apply.

In some States, the count of distinctly assessed
pleces of acreage and farm property is magnified
by statutory limits on the size of plot that may be
separately recorded on the tax rolls. Even apart from
such legal provisions, a number of separate assess-
ments will often appear for rural land parcels that are
subject to a single ownership and are jointly farmed.
Such split recording for tax purposes of what is a single
parcel in terms of ownership and use tends to be less
common in most southern States than elsewhere, for
two reasons: (1) There are relatively fewer separate
local governments in the South, and therefore fewer
distinct tax-rate areas; and (2) it is fairly common in
the South for realty tax assessments to be based on
declarations filed by property owners rather than (as
in most parts of the country) upon an independent
listing of individual parcels of realty by the local
assessors. These factors help to account for the
relatively small numbers of farm properties reported
here as “acreage and farms” in various southern
States. However, such interstate differences in as-
sessing practice should not materially affect the find-
ings on assessed value for this or the other major use
categories of taxable property.

Ordinary real estate

A new concept of “ordinary real estate” is
introduced in table 8 to enable concentration in sub-
sequent tables on real property that constitutes the bulk
of market sales. This category comprises all locally
assessed realty except separately assessed mineral
rights, realty assessments not subject to use-
classification, and other properties assessed at more
than an amount which (in light of the respective areas’
average level of assessment for less valuable prop-
erties) may be presumed to have a current market
value of more than $250,000 and for which, accordingly,
there is a dearth of relevant sales data, Table 8
summarizes amounts of ordinary real estate valuations
by Stares and their relation to valuation aggregates that
comprise all locally assessed real property.

In all of the statistics that follow in the tables on
measurable sales and assessment ratios, the data are
restricted to ordinary real estate as defined above.

Size classification

For each State in table 10 statewide totals of the
number of parcels and assessed value of locally assessed
real property are distributed in terms of both property
use classes and assessed value decile size groups.
These distributions, like the statistics shown in tables
4 to 7, are estimates based upon the sample enumeration
already mentioned.

wER S

The decile size groupings of taxable real property
were developed by sorting the assessed values of
individual parcels within each use class in ascending
order, from the lowest assessments to the highest.
These were then divided into 10 decile groups each
containing 10 percent of the State’s assessed valuations
by type of property; the 1st group comprises the lowest
valuations, and the 10th group, the highest. The range
of absolute values of properties in the decile groups will
obviously vary from one State to another because of
interstate diversity in composition and level of real
estate assessments,

The annual “turnover rates” shown in table 10
represent the percentage of the total number of prop-
erties in each class that were transferred in 1966, as
indicated by measurable sales enumerated in the survey.

LOCAL ASSESSMENTS OF PERSONAL PROPERTY

Table 22 shows, for each of 28 States, the
composition of locally assessed valuations of personal
property by broad kind-of-property categories--
commercial and industrial, agricultural, household
personalty, motor vehicles, other tangible personalty,
and intangible personalty. This table omits a number
of States where official sources do not provide a basis
for allocating, in terms of the indicated propertyclasses,
all or the bulk of gross personalty valuations. Also
omitted from the table are those States where there
are partial exemptions (as discussed above) involving
consequential sums which cannot be allocated closely
by property class, £o ae tG permit an appropriate dis-
tribution of the net taxable assessment total.

In table 23, the findings from table 22 are
associated with data for State-assessed property and
locally assessed realty to summarize comprehensively,
in percentage terms, the composition of the general
property tax base of each of 30 selected States--i.e.,
those reported in table 22 plus Delaware and Penn-
sylvania,

The figures in table 23, it should be noted, do rot
directly indicate the proportionate origin of property
tax revenue by property categories. That distribution
would differ from the indicated proportions of the total
tax base to the extent that, within any particular State,
geographic variations in aggregate rates of property
taxation have a diverse effect upon particular com-
ponents of the tax base. It seems likely, for example,
that the proportions of property tax revenue obtained
from acreage and farm realty and from agricultural
personal property are somewhat less than the
percentages of the statewide property tax base shown
for these components in particular States, since official
tax rates generally average less in rural than in urban
areas, where the property tax helps to finance public
services of an essentially urban nature,

ASSESSMENT RATIOS FOR TRANSFERRED
REAL PROPERTIES

To obtain additional background regarding
valuations for locally assessed real property, the 1967
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Census of Governments included a sample survey of
transfers of real estate that took place duringa 6-month
period of 1966. Findings from this survey for the
several major use classes of ordinary real property (as
defined above) are summarized by States intable 9.

The nature of measurable sales

Statistics shown in table 9 are based primarily on
information obtained regarding sales of approximately
129,000 sample pieces of real estate. The survey was
limited to sales of real estate listed on local property
tax rolls. No study of the relation between assessed
value and market worth has been attempted for State-
assessed property or for locally assessed personal
property.

This survey was undertaken primarily to ascertain
the relationship between assessed value and salesprice
for properties changing hands on an ordinary market
basis--i.e., between buyers and sellers dealing at
arm’s length with one another. The survey procedures
were planned to exclude transfers beiween relatives
as well as other types of transactions in which the
total money consideration involved might not be reason-
ably regarded as the current market worth of the
property changing hands.® Necessarily excluded also
were (1) those sold properties for which a distinct
assessed value amount could not be obtained from
local tax records (mainly, pieces of real estate that,
as sold, represented only a portion rather than the
entirety of an item on the tax roll), and (2) those sold
parcels for which information on type of property and
sales price could not be obtained from the buyer or
seller, as more fully explained below under “Data
Sources and Survey Procedures.”

The figures shown in table 9 regarding transfers
of residential property involved another important
delimitat’on, in that they exclude amounts relating to
transfers of new single-family houses not previously
occupied. The reason for this exclusion is indicated
below vnder “Assessment and Sales Ratio Data for Non-
farm ilouses.” However, some survey findings with
regzr< to sales of newly constructed houses are
oresented separately in table 11,

Because of these factors, the statistics on property
transfers that appear in this report do not represent
estimates of all real property that changed hands
during the period covered, but, rather, the somewhat
lesser volume of sales that, by the methods employed,
were measurable in a survey aimed primarily at
deriving sales-assessment ratios. The phrase “in-
volved in measurable sales” is included in the table
titles to indicate this delimitation.

The information obtained for sample transferred
properties was expanded, in accordance with the
sampling ratesused, to arrive at the estimates presented
here concerning properties involved in measurable
sales. In table 9 (as well as in greater detail in
table 10), the estimates of number and assessed value

5standards used to guide this selection process
followed closely the recommendations of the Guide for
Assessment-Sales Ratio Studies; Report of the Committee
on Sales Ratio Data of the National Association of Tax
Administrators (Chicago: 1954).

for sold properties in each State are related in per-
centage terms to the number and assessed value of all
corresponding property on the assessment rolls. Close
similarity between these two “turnover” percentages
(such as appears in table 9 for residential property in
most States) indicates that the properties involved in
measurable sales have about the same average assessed
value as all properties of the same type on the as-
sessment rolls, Where the transferred properties make
up a higher percentage of the assessment roll total of
valuation than of property numbers (as is found in most
States for vacant lots), it is evident that the sold
properties have a larger average assessed value than
all properties of corresponding type on the rolls.
Where the percent of properties is higher than the
percent of value involved in measurable sales (as is
generally the case for acreage and farms and for
commercial and industrial property), the sold properties
average smaller in assessed value than the property
class as a whole,

Types of average ratios

Table 9 shows State-by-State assessment ratios
that have been calculated from the data on transferred
ordinary real property of the several major classes,
The “simple sales-based average” ratio expresses the
result, in percentage terms, of dividing the total
assessed value of sold properties by the aggregate of
their sales prices. The “size-weighted average” which
appears for various kinds of property is constructed in
a manner that eliminates the effect upon the ratio of
differences in turnover rates among various size
Classes.

The size-weighting process involves the following
steps: (1) For each distinct valuc-size class of the type
of property involved, divide the statewide amount of
assessed value by the percentage assessment ratio
found for sold properties of the same type and value
size; (2) sum the results of the foregoing step, as
applied to various value-size groups, to a statewide
total; and (3) divide the total into the statewide aggregate
of assessed value for the type of property concerned.

Each of the United States ratios shown in table 9
is based upon a summation of dollar amounts initially
estimated for individual States. These nationwide
figures, accordingly, are geographically weighted
averages that are not affected by interstate differences
in the rate of property turnover,

The value groupings that were used to calculate
size-weighted average ratios were subclassified by
size in terms of assessed value as well as by major
use-type category. The size pattern was governed in
the first instance by the distribution of assessment roll
amounts into size categories that were combined, for the
computation of size-weighted assessment ratios, to the
extent necessary to obtain groups each having at least
25 sample sales, Because of the latter requirement,
size-weighted ratios could not be developed in the
following eight States for commercial and industrial
property: Alaska, Delaware, Hawaii, ldaho, Missis-
sippi, New Hampshire, Utah, and Wyoming.
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The size-weighted ratios thus calculated for each
type of property were used alse in conjunction with
assessed value data to present State-by-State estimates
of the approximate market value of these types of
taxable ordinary real property. For the eight States
listed above, the simple sales-based ratio was used for
commercial and industrial property.

In most States, relatively little difference appears
between the simple sales-based average ratio and the
size-weighted ratio for the same class of property.
This does not necessarily mean, however, that the rate
of turnover is uniform among areas or size classes,
nor that these closely resemble one another in assess-
ment ratio. Such divergencies may exist but may tend
to cancel each other out; or they may involve such
minor components that they have only very limited
effect upon an overall average.

State distribution

Below, the 50 States and the District of Columbia
are distributed according to their respective simple
sales-based average assessment ratios for various
kinds of transferred property (as shown intable 9):

Commer-
Average assessment | Nonfarm 1 d

ratio of property | residen- Aczggge Vacant cigéu:?

involved in tial farms lots trial
measurable sales property oroperty
Tot8lesssessss 51 51 51 51
Iess than 15 percent 5 24 1?7 .8
15 to 19,9 percent., 8 7 8 11
20 to 24.9 percent.. 7 7 3 5
25 to 29.9 percent.., 6 5 10 5
30 to 34.9 percent.. 4 4 6 1
35 to 39.9 percent.. 5 1 2 4
40 to 49.9 percent., 3 1 3 4
50 percent or more.. 13 2 2 13

It should be recognized that statewide average
ratios are related to the geographical distribution
within each State of various kinds of property, or
more specifically in the case of sales-based average
ratios, to the geographical distribution of measurable
sales of each kind of property.6 Thus, where the
statewide average shown for one kind of property is
higher than that shown for another, this maybe because
local areas which differ in their respective average
levels of assessment account for differing portions of
the measurable sales of the several kinds of property.

Assessment ratios shown in table 9 generally
resemble those similarly reported for various types of
property by the 1962 Census of Governments. In other
words, most of the States evidence relatively little
change in their prevailing assessment level. To take

®Assessment ratios shown herein for Minnesota alsc are
affected by the statutory provisions under which, in that
State, taxable real property is subclassified by use-
class and nature of ownership, and initial "true and full
valuations" are reduced to "taxable values" according to
a schedule of percentage rates that differ among the
various categories. Minnesota assessment data in this
report, as also noted elsewhere, relateto the fractional
taxable values.
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residential property as an example, the statewide
(size-weighted) average shown for 1966 is within 1 per-
centage point of the 1961 figure for eachof 16 States and
differs by only 1 to 2 percentage points in another 9. A
rise of 2 to 4 percentage points is indicated for six
States, and a rise of more than 4 percentage points for
only 10 States. Conversely, this average ratio apparently
dropped by 2 to 4 percentage points intwo States, and by
more,than this in another seven.

It is more meaningful, however, toexamine 1961
to 1966 differences in relation to the level of ascess-
ment involved--for example, recognizing a change in
ratio from 20 to 22 as a 10 percent increase, similar
in its effect to a change elsewhere from 30 to 33, or
from 40 to 44. On this basis, it is found that the
average size-weighted residential ratio changed less
than 5 percent in each of 17 States. Following is a
distribution of 49 Si.tes (excluding Alaska, for which
there is no comparable 1961 ratio) and the District of
Columbia according to the percentage difference between
the 1961 and the 1966 size-weighted assessment ratio for
residential property:

Number of

Indicated change, 1961 to 1966 States

Total.’.l'.'.'0.'0'...0..".Il.’.li 50
Plus 20 percent Or MOT€isocscvsessonsocss 9
Plus 15 10 20 percent.svecssecevesossoncs 2
Plus 10 t0o 15 percentecsesrcrceverescoses 6
Plus 5 to 10 percentecscescccecorvossoene 5
Plus or minus less than 5 percent........ 17
Minus 5 to 10 percentessescecoccrsvosnens 3
Minus 10 to 15 percentseseceesssconeosese 4
Minus 15 to 20 percentecseceeceesescesscs 4

MARKET VALUE ESTIMATES

On the basis of the estimates summarized in
table 9, the level of real property assessments for the
Nation as a whole was about 32.5 percent of sales
value in 1966, and the imputed market value of locally
assessed ordinary real property totaled about $892
billion. When the foregoing assessment ratio is applied
to all locally assessed real property (see table 8), the
imputed market value totals $1,210 billion.

The 1962 Census of Governments reported a
nationwide average assessment leve! of about 29 percent
and an imputed market value of about $970 billion for all
locally assessed real property. This indicatesagrowth
of about 25 percent between 1961 and 1966 in the market
value of locally assessed taxable realty, or an average
annual increase of 4.6 percent. This is somewhat below
the recent rate of increase (6.5 percent per year) in
total annual property tax collections (including amounts
based on personalty and State-assessed property, as
well as on locally assessed real estate).

The following two characteristics of the summary
value estimates shown in table 9 deserve special
emphasis and explicit recognition:

1. These figures relate only to taxable real
property that is subject to local assessment for general
property taxation., They take no account of personal
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property or of property legally subject to valuation by
a State agency rather than by local assessors. As
indicated by table 2 and the foregoing discussion of
“Assessed Values for General Property Taxation,”
there are marked differences from State to State in the
legal distinctions between these several categories.

2. The indicated sales value amounts are likely
to resembie the actual market worth of locally assessed
realty only to the extent that assessment ratios for
properties in measurable sales were generally similar
to levels of assessment prevailing for taxable realtyas
a whole, Subclassification and weighting, such as that
applied here in terms of type and size of property, may
be expected to limit the effect of differential rates of
property turnover upon the overall results. Necessarily,
however, the properties transferred constitute a
market-selected group rather than a measurably rep-
resentative sample of real property on the assessment
rolls, Accordingly, as is more fully indicated below
under “Reliability and Limitations of Data,” it is not
possible to determine on an objective basis how closely
the dollar amounts in table 9 resemble the actual
market worth of taxable ordinary realty that was
subject to local assessment in 1966.

ASSESSMENT AND SALES RATIO DATA FOR
NONF ARM HOUSES

Single-family nonfarm houses accounted in 1966
for about half of all the properties and valuations on
local realty assessment rolls in the Nation, as indicated
in tables 4 to 7. Because this property class is so
large and relatively homogeneous, and because nu-
merous sample sales of houses were included in the
survey, more extensive tabulations have been developed
for this category than for other kinds of taxable realty.

Sales of new houses

The questionnaire (reproduced on page 163) that
was sent to persons involved in sample transactions
asked them to report the kind of property involved.
Answers to this query indicated that about one-sixth
of all .the reported sample sales of ordinary real
estate involved newly constructed houses not previously
occupied. Assessment amounts available for these
could not be regarded as representing in all instances
their taxable value as fully improved and sold, since
the assessed value figures had been taken from official
local records as of the last annual assessment date
prior to the sale. For some of these new houses,
accordingly, the prior assessment reflected only the
value of the land or of the land plus a partly completed
structure. Since it was not possible always to dis-
tinguish these items from the ones where the assessed
value represented the property as a completed house,
all transfers of new houses were eliminated in the
calculation of assessment ratios for residential property
as a whole (shown in tables 9 and 10) and for the major
subclass, single-family nonfarm houses, concerning
which data appear in tables 11 through17and 19. How-
ever, table 11 does include separate estimates of the
number and sales prices of newly constructed houses
sold during the survey period in each State, based on

information obtained by mail from persons involved in
sample transfers.

Table 11 also shows for each State the average
assessed value of all single-family nonfarm houses on
local assessment rolls in 1966 and the corresponding
average for sample houses (other than newly con-
structed houses) which were involved in measurable
sales during the 6-month survey period. Nationally
and. in most individual States, the two averages closely
resemble each other, but in a few States there is a
relatively sizeable difference between them.

Statistics for selected areas

Some sales of previously occupied nonfarm
houses were sampled in nearly all of the 1,948 areas
covered in the real estate sales survey, but there were
547 of these areas (most of them townships or very
small rural counties) where fewer than five sample
sales of nonfarm houses were recorded, The remaining
1,401 areas have been used as a selected group for the
development of the figures appearing in tables 12 to
17.7 These tables show facts about the level and extent
of uniformity of assessments for nonfarm houses in
these areas, as indicated by measurable sales surveyed
on a sample basis in a 6-month period of 1966.

The 1,401 “selected areas™ included about three-
fourths of the Nation’s population in 1960. However,
these areas are not a direct cross section of local
assessing areas as a whole, since small and rural
kinds of areas are relatively underrepresented in the
group. This is evident from the figures presented in
table B.

Nationwide findings for the selected areas are,
accordingly, subclassified in tables 12 and 13 (and to
some degree in table 14) according to the kinds of area
classification indicated--i.e., by population size, by
location in relation to standard metropolitan statistical
areas, and by type of assessment organization. For
this purpose, three major kinds of assessment organi-
zations are distinguished.® Areas of Types A and B

7A minimum of 25 sample items is applied to the devel-
opment of statewide findings for other tables, where two
stages of sampling were involved--namely, a sample of
items within a sample of areas. It is believed that the
lesser minimum of five items can properly be utilizea
here fgr results that pertain to individual local areas
as such.

8Geograph:l.calhr, as follows: Type C, all assessing
areas in the six New England States, Michigan, and Wis-
conein; Type B, all assessing areas in Indiana, Kansas,
Minnesota, New Jersey, and North Dakota, most areas in
Illinois, New York, and South Caroline, a majority of
areas in Pennsylvania, and & minority of areas in Iowa
and Missouri; and Type A, the remaining counties in the
six States Indicated above to have same areas of Type B ,
all county areas in the other 31 States,and the District
of Columbia,

A considerably larger number of areas would be counted
if the reference were to the smallest local Jurisdiction
having initial or primary concern for real property ase
sessment. This count, however, reflects the methodology
of the census of governments sample survey of realty as-
sessments, in which information was sought at the county
level wherever a source there made available the detailed
information needed for individual pieces of taxable real
property.



INTRODUCTION 13

consist of entire counties (or major cities waere these
have county-type responsibilities), while areas of
Type C consist of individual townships and munici-
palities. In areas of Type A, a single (county) officer
or agency is directly responsible for making local
property assessments throughout the entire jurisdiction.
In Type B areas, on the other hand, initial assessing
responsibility rests with township or municipal as-
sessors, who predominantly are elective officials
functioning independently of one another within their
respective subordinate areas, even though legally
subject in some instances to guidance or supervision
by a county officer.

Tables 12 through 17 provide a number of
measures based ou house sales data for the selected
areas. These measures may be biiefly explained as
follows:

Median assessment ratio--For each area, this
figure is the result of: dividing the assessed value
by sales price for each house sold; ranking the re-
sulting individual-item ratios; and selecting the middle
figure (or the midpoint between the two middle figures
of an even-numbered group of items).

Coefficient of intra-area dispﬁrsion--For each
area, this is the result of: measuring the difference
between the median assessment ratio and each of the
individual-item ratios; adding these differences (dis-
regarding plus or minus signs), dividing this sum by
the number of items, dividing this result (which is an
average deviation) by the median assessment ratio, and
multiplying by 100.° The result is the percer'age by
which the various individual sales items differ, on the
average, from the median assessment ratio.

Price-related differential of assessment ratios--
This measure is the result, in percentage terms, of
dividing the mean assessment ratio of 2 particular
area by the sales-based average assessment ratio of
the area. The mean ratio is obtained by adding ratios
calculated for the individual sales and dividing by the
number of items. The sales-based average ratio is
obtained by dividing the aggregate assessed value of
the sold properties by the total of their sales prices.
It will be evident that the sales-based average is
weighted by size of property (in terms of value), while
the mean ratio is not. Thus, a “price-related differ-
ential” of more than 100 is a summary indication of a
tendency toward a lower ratio of assessment for
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9The procedure mey be shown by e simple illustration in
which the sample comprises nine houses, the median ratio
is 50 percent, and the .coefficient of dispersion is
found to be 30 percent, ds follows:

Houge Ratio Deviation

A 30 percent -20

B 35 =15

C 35 15

D 35 =15

E 50 (Median) -

F 65 15

G 65 15

H 70 20

I 70 20
Total of deviationseesees.e oo 135
Average deviation (135/9).... 15
Coefficient (15/50)s¢vvecerss .30 or 30 percent

relatively high-value properties than for low-value
properties in the area. Conversely, a price-related
differential of less than 100 indicates a tendency toward
a lower assessment ratio for the relatively small or
less valuable properties.

In tables 15 to 17, the selected areas in each
State are distributed in terms of the foregoing measures.
Certain additional concepts are introduced in table 15,
which are defined by footnotes there. The facts noted
above concerning the n~ture of the selected areas should
be taken fully into account in the interpretation of these
data. For every State, this group of areas, having been
originally part of a sampie designed to arrive efficiently
at statewide estimates of the composition of real
property valuations, includes relatively more of the
populous and heavily urban areas than would a simple
cross-section group of all assessing jurisdictions.
Also to be noted is that each individual selected area
is given equal weight in the distributions shown in
tables 15 to 17, ever though these areas differ widcly
in size as measured on any basis. These factors
deserve careful consideration in any attempt to base
inferences concerning statewide assessment condition=,
or direct interstate comparisons, upon the reported
data.

Statistics for individual major areas

As indicated by table B, local assessing areas in
the United States, as defined and recognized for the 1967
Census of Governments, altogether numbered 5,104,
including 579 areas that had a population of 50,000 or
more in 1960. Of these 579 most populous assessing
areas, 566 are among the selected areas for which
statistics appear in tables 12 to 17. In other words,
each of these 566 was included in the samples used for
the development of estimates on assessments and real
property transfers, and in each of them at least five
sample sales of previously occupied nonfarm houses
were recorded in the real estate survey. in 1960, these
566 areas had a population of about 124 million persons,
or about 70 percent of the United States total.

Table 19 presents figures for each of these 566
areas. and separately also for selected major cities
(those of 100,000 or more) located within these areas.
Most of the data shown in table 19 represent estimates
based upon the sample enumerations, described above,
of properties on the local real property assessment
rolls and of measurable sales of real property during
a 6-month period of 1966. Three measures are shown
of the assessment level for nonfarm houses as indicated
by sample sales of such property: A sales-based
average ratio, an unweighted mean of the individual
assessment ratios for sample house sales, and the
median of the ratios for sample house sales. The
foregoing discussion has indicated the nature and
methods for computation of these measures, as well
as of the coefficient of intra-area dispersion for sample
house salcs, which is also presented.

Table 19 also includes two final columns, vo show
for individual areas the “Indicated approximate market
value of all nonfarm houses assessed” in total and as
an “average per property.” This qualified terminology



14

is intended to emphasize the limited exactness which
may attach to these figures, due to their being calcu-
lated by joint use of several estimates for single-
family nonfarm houses--i.e,, their assessed value;
their average assessment ratio as indicated by measur-
able sales; and (in deriving the average per property)
the number of such properties listed on the assessment
roll,

Table 20 presents summary data on real property
assessments and on measurable sales of ordinary real
estate for selected major cities. The data represent
estimates based upon sample enumerations, similar
to table 19, and the same qualifications apply.

PROPERTY TAX RATES

Table 21 presents “nominal” and “effective”
property tax rates for single-family houses in selected
major local areas!®

The nominal rate of property tax is the annual
tax bill for a property expressed as a percentage of
its taxable assessed value. The effective rate is the

10The table includes data for 122 of the 130 cities
with a 1960 population of 100,000 or more and the balance
of the counties in which +these cities are located., Tax
rate information could not readily be developed for two
citles and 13 counties in Texas, as well as six counties
in New Jersey, seven in New York, and overlying counties
in other States where property tax billing is relatively
decentralized. An additlonal six citiesof the 130 total
are amitted because of an insufficient number of property
sales represented in the sample or multiple tex billing
agencles. The eight cities for which data are not availe
able are as foliows: Cambridge, Mass.; Grand Raplds,
Mich,; Elizabeth, N.J.; Albany, N.Y.; Scranton, Pa.;
Beaumont and San Antonilo, Tex.; and Portsmouth, Va.
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annual tax bill stated as a nercentage of the market
value (sales price) of the property. As evidenced by
table 21, effective rates are commonly far lower than
nominal rates, mainly because in most arzas property
is officlally valued {(.r assessed) for tax purposes at
only a minor fraction of its current market value.
Where partial exemptions apply, they also contribute
to the difference between nominal and effective rates
by widening the gap between the market value and the
net taxable assessed value of taxable property. The
following figures for a single partially exempt property
illustrate the basis for the various types of data
presented in table 21:

Basic underlying amounts:

a, Sales price of property..............$20,000
b. Gross assessedvalue............... 6,000
c. Applicable homestead exemption. . . . . ... 1,000
d. Taxable assessed value (b minusc)...... 5,000
e. Total annual property tax bill, ., . ....... 300
Derived percentages:
f. Nominal tax rate (e div.dedbyd) ....... 6.0%
g. Effective tax rate (e dividedbya)....... 1.5%
h. Assessment ratio (b divided by a)....... 30.0%

Nominal tax rates

Direct comparisons of the nominai tax rates of
areas served by separate assessing agencies arelikely
to be potentially misleading for most purposes, unless
the comparisons also take into account the relative
levels of assessment inthe areas involved. Accordingly,
table 21 provides both types of data, based on measurable
sales of single-family houses.

As evident there, high nominal rates in many
instances result from a relatively low assessment
level rather than from a high effective tax rate. For

Table B, NUMBER AND POPULATION OF AREAS FOR LOCAT, PROPERTY TAX ASSESSMENT, BY TYPE OF AREA: 1966
(Sample areas are those covered in the 1967 Census of Governments)
Location relative
Area population to standard metro- Kind of assessment
(19€0) politan statisti- organization®
Item Total cal areas
50,000 |less than
or more | 50,000 Inside |Outside Type A |Type B {Type C
United States:
Number of area@sccecscecscsessceoses 8,104 579 7,525 1,432 6,672 2,246 645 5,213
Population, 1960 (thousands).e..... 179,323 | 124,831 54,492 | 118,083 61,240 | 118,303 | 38,736 | 22,284
Percent of population, 1960.eescees 100.0 69.6 30.4 65.8 34,2 66.0 21.6 12.4
All sample areas:
NUMDET et e vetrrserossossrssssossnssse 1,948 572 1,376 815 1,123 755 283 910
Population, 1960 (thousands).se.... 143,132 | 124,479 18,653 | 114,791 28,341 94,346 | 33,974 | 14,812
Selected areas of sample for
additional data on nonfarm houses:
anberltoll...l'lllll..l'....l.l... 1,401 566 835 594 807 745 275 381
Population, 1960 (thousands)ee.s... 140,471 | 124,131 16,340 | 113,349 27,122 93,354 | 33,901 | 13,217
Selected areas as a percentage of
related U.S. totals:
Of Ar€aS.eecseessnses seesesonsesns 17.3 97.8 11.1 40,5 12,1 33.2 42.6 7.3
Of 1960 populatioNeescesessccsonssns 78.3 99.4 30.0 96,0 44.3 78.9 87.5 59,3
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example, the table shows 22 cities with a median nominal
tax rate for single-family houses of 10 percerit or more;
of these, only four are among the 13 highest ranking
cities in terms of effective tax rates, i.e., those where,
for the median house, the property tax amounted to 3
percent or more of market value. However, of these
same 22 cities with high nominal rates, all except three
show a median assessment ratio for houses of less than
30.1 percent, which is the midpoint ratio for the entire
group of 122 cities!!

This general tendency for low assessment ratios
to be associated with high nominal tax rates is further
illustrated in the following table:

Average

Median assessment ratio Number of f nominal
cities tax rates

(percent)
Legs than 15 percentee.eeseeessess 7 18.80
15 to 19.9 percent.ecerseerssncsess 20 9,33
20 to 24.9 percenticececccecionres 17 8.85
25 t0 29,9 percentesesececsonecnse 16 7.86
30 to 34.9 percentecsereccesecrnans 12 6.23
35 to 3909 percent...'.l...l.ll'.. 11 5'37
40 to 49.9 percentseeseeccrasesnnes 17 5,24
50 to 59.9 percenteseessrecsvenses 8 5.23
60 percent Or MOr€.ceececssnseraass 14 3.64

Subject to the foregoing limitations upon their
direct significance for interarea comparisons, the
distribution of median nominal tax rates for single-
family houses among the 122 cities is as follows:

Number Cumu=-

Median nominal tax rate of Percent |lative
cities percent
15 percent Or MOTE€ieeresersons 3 2.5 2.5
12.5 t0 14,99 percentecseessnse 7 5.7 8.2
10.0 to 12.49 percenteseseeesss 12 9,8 18.0
7.5 t0 9.99 percenteceiceiacsosee 351 28.7 46.7
5.0 to 7.49 percentereecvessess 221 18.0 64,7
2.5 10 4,99 percentosscevsessse 391 32.0 96.7
Less than 2.5 percentivsecssees 4 3,3 100.0

Effective tax rates

Far more meaningful for most purposes than
nominal tax rates are statistics concerning effective
property tax rates--i.e,, the annual tax as a percentage
of market value. Table 21 provides such tax rate data
in the form of medians and quartiles for single-family
houses involved in measurable sales within selected
major areas. Among the 122 large cities reported, the
median effective tax rate ranged from 0.36 percent to
4.31 percent, with half of the cities showing a median
rate of at least 1.85 percent. Effective rates commonly
run higher among major cities in the Northeast than in
other regions, as indicated by the following table:

U Three cities are represented twice intable 21, since
they have a significant number of properties in two
counties, but only the major portion of each city was
counted for purposes of text treatment. These cities
are Atlanta, Ga.; Kansas City, Mo.; and Amarillo, Tex.

Number of cities
Median effective

tax rate North- | North
Total east |cCentral Southf West
TotBlesseesssas 122 25 34 39 24
4.0 percent or more., 2 2 - - -
3.5 to 3.99 percent.. 2 2 - - -
3.0 to 3.49 percent.. 9 6 2 1 -
2.5 to 2,99 percent,. 13 8 5 - -
2.0 to 2.49 percent.. 27 3 8 7 9
1.5 to 1,99 percent.. 39 2 16 11 10
1.0 to 1.49 percent.. 21 2 3 12 4
Less than 1.0 percent 9 - - 8 1

As noted above, partial exemptions from property
taxation are legally authorized in a number of States.
These may result in a material difference in effective
tax rates for partially exempt as compared with fully
taxable houses, and thereby limit the significance of
tax rate figures covering both types of property. Ac-
cordingly, table 21 shows effective tax rates separately
for partially exempt houses in 25 cities. (In a number
of areas having partial exemptions, the sample coverage
in the survey was insufficient to provide separate
figures for associated outlying county areas.)

In a few of the cities thus reported, tax rates
for the partially exempt houses are very similar to
those for fully taxable houses. In most instances,
however, a considerable difference appears. The
median effective rate for fully taxable properties is
higher than that for partially exempt houses by at least
one full percentage rate of tax infour cities, by at least
0.75 percent rate of tax in an additional five cities, and
by at least 0.5 percent rate of tai in another 10 of the
25 cities for which this comparison is available,

For 63 of the 122 major cities being reported,
table 21 also includes tax rate figures for the outlying
parts of the counties in which those respective cities
are located. In every such instance, a single assessing
agency is responsible for assessing taxable property in
both the city and the outlying territory. In most of these
instances also, property-tax billing is handled on a
countywide basis. Absence of these conditions accounts
for most of the cases where the table does not include
“balance of county” figures. Of the 63 cities that are
accompanied by balance of county tax rate figures, 39
show a higher median effective rate for all houses in
the city than in such neighboring territory; in 15
instances the median city rate is lower; and in nine
cases there is little or no difference between the two
medians,

Within area ranges

Table 21 gives tax rate and assessment ratio
data for individual areas notonly inthe form of medians
but also in the form of “lst quartile” and “3d quartiie”
figures. In each instance, these data result from 4 low-
to-high ranking of the pertinent item for all measurable
sales in a particular area, and then finding the mid-
ranking item and also those located one-fourth up from
the bottom (1st quartile) and three-fourths up from the
bottom (3d quartile), in terms of the total number of
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items involved. For example, with 25 items, the median
value would be that of the 13th from the bottom, the 1st
quartile would be found between the 6th and 7th items,
and the 3d quariile between the 18th and 19th items,
Thus the 1st and 3d quartiles indicate the range within
which the middle half of all values appear, in any
reported area, for the particular type of data concerned.

The within-area ranges thus disclosed are of
differing significance for the various kinds of data shown.
General property tax assessment ordinarily aimsatthe
most uniform possible relationship of assessed to
market value for various properties, Accordingly, a
narrow range between the 1st and 3d quartile assess-
ment ratios is evidence of substantial accomplishment
of this objective of uniform assessment, at least insofar
as single-family houses are concerned, On the other
hand, relatively wide variation in individual-house
ratios for a particular assessing area reflects a failure
to achieve desired uniformity of valuation with regard
to such property.

Within-area variations in nominal tax rates do
not result from administrative practices. Rather, they
commonly reflect the range in composite rates resulting
from diverse geographic overlaying of various sets of
property-taxing jurisdictions. Generally, a wider range
of nominal rates will be found in outlying balance of
county areas than within particular cities. In 49 of the
122 major cities being reported there is a uniform
citywide nominal rate. Where this is not the case, the
diversity usually results because various parts of the
city are within different sets of overlying local govern-
ments or because certain particular municipal levies
apply to some but not all of its territory, e.g., as a
result of annexation that took place after the issuance
of some tax-financed indebtedness,

Within-area differences in effective tax rates
result from a combination of the two factors mentioned
above--variations in assessment ratios and diversity of
nominal tax rates-- plus the impact of partial exemptions
where these apply, except insofar as tse comparison is
limited to fully taxable houses. Many of the cities
reported in table 1 show a relatively wide divergence
between the lst quartile and 3d quartile of effective
tax rates. When the tabular data for fully taxable
houses are examined, it appears that the 3d quartile
effective rate is at least 50 percent above the lst
quartile rate in 23 cities.

DATA SOURCES AND SURVEY PROCEDURE

The revenue figures in table 1 are from the
annual Census Bureau report, Governmental Finan-
ces in 1965-66, which includes a description of data
sources and survey procedures.

The assessed value amounts shown in tables 2,
3, 18, and 22 were obtained from the agencies primarily
concerned with property tax administration in the
respective States--in a few instances by Census com-
pilation from published reports, but mainly from the
replies of State agencies to a mail questionnaire.
These sources alsc supplied the statistics which appear
in the foregoing text discussion of tax exemptions
and of various components of taxable property. Analysis
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of State laws and court decisions, directly and by
reference to other studies and reports, provided the
basis for most of the information about property tax
arrangzments of particular States that appears infore-
going portions of this discussion, and for the facts
about special property taxes that are summarized in
table 24, Figures in that table as to the yield of State-
imposed special property taxes are mainly from reports
obtained for the annual Census Bureau survey of State
tax collections.

Survey of locally assessed real property

Findings on the number of locally assessed real
properties and on the distribution of such properties
and their assessed value by type and value size are
based upon information that was gathered from assess-
ment records in 1,948 counties or other local areas.

The sample plan for this survey consisted basically
of a two-stage design. The first stage units, or pri-
mary sainpling units, consisted of counties for all
States except Michigan, Wisconsin, and the six New
England States, In each of these eight States, it was
necessary to use the assessment rolls for* smaller
areas, i.e., towns or townships and municipalities,
since complete current listings of assessment rolls
were not centrally available at the county level, For
the other 42 States, all counties in SMSA's and all
counties with 50,000 population or more (in 1960)
were included in the sample as certainty areas. The
remaining counties in these States were grouped into
strata in terms of assessed value, and a sample of areas
in each stratum was selected for survey.

In the six New England States, all towns and
municipalities were classed into two groups within
each State--those within SMSA’s and those outside
SMSA's (except Vermont, which has no SMSA's), Each
group was stratified in terms of assessed value, and a
sample of areas in each stratum was selected for the
survey.

In Michigan and Wisconsin the counties were
clacsed in SMSA and non-SMSA groups. Thenon-SMSA
group was broken downfurther by population size. All
counties within SMSA's had a sample of the cities and
townships selected (by population size) from each. The
non-SMSA counties with 50,000 population or more each
had a sample selected from the minor civil divisions
(primary subdivision) within the county (also by popu-
lation size). The balance of the non-SMSA counties
(those with less than 50,000 population) was stratified
by assessed value, and a sample of the counties in each
stratum was selected. For the counties thus selected,
a sample of minor civil divisions in each was selected
(by populatior. size).

In all States the sampling fraction for each
stratum--i.e., the proportion of all the areas selected
for survey coverage--generally decreased as the
average per-area assessed value in each stratum
decreased.

The second stage of the sample design consisted
of the selection of individual parcels of real property
listed on local tax rolls, Here, stratification was ap-
plied on the basis of the assessed value of individual
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parcels. Within each primary sample unit(county,
township, or municipality), all taxable real properties
which exceeded a predetermined assessed value were
completely covered, as well as samples of lesser-
valued properties, as described below.

Census enumerators visited each of the selected
local areas and examined the records on which locally
assessed real properties were listed’? They obtained
information about the assessed value and the use class
of a stratified random sample of such properties. This
selection was in two parts. The enumerator first
recorded information on all properties assessed at
more than a certain amount. On a second run thicugh
the whole assessment roll, he examined items at a
prescribed interval and selected for recording those
which met certain value requirements. For example,
for this operation the enumerator might have been
instructed as follows: (1) Begin with the third item
listed and record it, regardless of its valuation; (2)
count to the fourth succeeding item and record it if
the value shown is $400 or more; (3) record the fourth
next item if it is valued at $400 or more, then suc-
cessive fourth items if valued respectively at $1,000,
$1,500, and $1,500; (4) repeat the procedure, picking
up the next property on which the fourth-item count
falls, regardless of its value,

This procedure made possible the selection, for
each area, of a random sample that contained differing
but predetermined expected proportions of all proper-
ties on the assessment roll falling within particular
value ranges.

In some instances, the enumerator was able to
obtain both value and kind-of-property information from
the assessment roll itself, In other instances, it was
necessary for him to refer to other records in the tax
office, or to seek che advice of the local assessor, in
order to determine the use classification of the sample
properties he had selected and listed.

For eacharea, there was an advance determination
of the assessed-value amount above which all proper-
ties were to be listed (the “certainty level”), and the
desired fractions of lesser valued items to be selected.
These standards were set in the light of estimates of
the number of taxable properties in the area, their
average assessed value, and the relative importance of
the area as a component in the statewide total of locally
assessed real property values. For some extremely
large counties, the certainty level was more than
$200,000; however, for large numbers of areas covered,
this level was $15,000 or less,

121n the following areas, the sample was selected
through the use of computer runs supplied by these gov-
ernments: Alameda, Los Angeles, and San Bernardino
Counties,Calif.; Cook County, I1l.; New York City, N.Y.;
Providence, R.I.; and the State of Hawaii. These juris-
dictions either supplied a listing of the sample prop-
erties on the basis of specifications prepared by the
Bureau of the Census, or supplied a complete 1listing of
all assessed valuations from which the sample properties
were selected in order to derive use class and assessed
valuation size data.

17

The field-enumerated iniformation was checked for
evidence of compieteness and accuracy. This included
a comparison of the “take” with that similarly obtained
for the 1962 Census of Governments, for each area on
both samples.

With electronic equipment, the examined informa-
tion for each State was then expanded into estimates of
the number of assessments and dollar amounts of as-
sessed value, by property class. The resulting esti-
mates of the total assessed value of real property for
each State were then compared with related figures
available from official State sources. In instances
where this review evidenced some apparent incomplete-
ness or error in the figures based onthe field enumer-
ation, the underlying estimates for individual sample

areas were also analyzed, and corrective action was
taken,

Finally, the percentage distributions of assessed
value estimated from the sample survey were applied
to the value aggregates for locally assessed real prop-
erty reported by State agencies, to develop the data on
composition of real estate assessments which appear
in tables 4 to 7, 10, and 19,

Survey of real estate sales

This survey dealt with a sample of all measurable
arm’s-length transfers of taxable real property that
occurred and were recorded in each of the local areas
that had been covered in the assessed value survey,
during a 6-month period of 19661

A basic fraction for sales representation was ini-
tially set for each State, These basic sampling fractions
were designed to be such as to yield--in relation to
resources available for the project as a whole--
adequate precision for the smallest States, better pre-
cision for the average States, and the greatest precision
for the largest States. In accordance with the basic
statewide fractions, then, a sampling fraction (or “rate
of take”) was specified for each sampled local jurisdic-
tion, such as to give all transfers that occurred in the
State a substantially equal chance of being selected,
except that, (1) as more fully described below, trans-
fers involving the very largest properties had a larger
probability of being selected; and (2) where it was

13fxcept as noted below, July through December 1966.
This interval was govermed by the survey plan to relate
the sales prices for sold properties to their respective
1966 assessed values. The coverage period was set (1)to
begin after the interval allowed for official review and
possible revision of individual assessments (commonly
extending up to May or June)in order to avoid the chance
that assessed valuations of some of the sold properties
otherwise might have been directly affected by occur-
rence of the recorded sales; and (2) to end before local
records would show 1967 valuations, which might other-
wise have been enumerated in lieu of 1966 amounts. The
sales survey period in Alabama, Connecticut, Nevada, New
Jersey, and West Virginia was January through June 1966,
with reference back to assessed values set as of a date
late in calendar 1965 and becoming final by the begin-
ning of 1966. The sales survey period in Arkansas, Mis-
souri, New Hampshire, New Mexico, Pennsylvania,and Texas
was September 1966 through February 1967.
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judged that the sample resulting from use of the basic
statewide fraction would not be sufficient to support
reasonable separate estimates for a particular major
local area, a higher rate of take was specified.

Two main data-collection efforts were made for
this survey. The first of these involved the selection
in each State of a sample of real property transfers
occurring within a prescribed period, as described
above, and the recording from local sources of several
facts for each sample transaction. The second phase of
the survey consisted of sending questionnaires to
buyers or sellers of property.

The minimum set of information obtained from
local transfer records included the following: The
identity of the property or properties involved; names
of the parties to the transaction and the address of at
least one of them; and the assessed value of the prop-
erty. In most instances an entry was also made con-
cerning the value of revenue stamps recorded for the
transfer and, in the fewer instances where more than
a nominal sum for consideration was shown, the amount
stated for the transaction was copied. (These last two
items, however, were not used as direct indicators of
selling price, as is sometimes the practice for sales-
ratio surveys, but served later as background for
checking responses by the buyer or the seller to a
Census Bureau inquiry.)

For properties located within cities of 100,000
population or more or in the overlying counties, data
were also compiled on total property taxes billed against
each parcel. This tax billing data included State
property taxes as well as local property taxes.

In each sample area, the census enumerator re-
ferred to local deed records or other files of real prop-
erty transfers, He selected transactions ata prescribed
interval or “take rate” and also recorded all transac-
tions involving properties having an assessed value
greater than a prescribed amount,

The enumerator was instructed not to record
certain specified types of items that commonly involve
something other than an arm’s-length transfer of
ordinary taxable real property--i.e., quitclaim deeds,
tax deeds, deeds to cemetery lots, mortgage releases,
and deeds showing exactly the same name for grantor
and grantee, However, the elimination of other
potentially “out-of-scope” items considered not subject
to uniform field handling was deferred to the central
screening stage described below.,

The enumerator prepared a data form for each
sample transaction. These forras were screened inthe
Bureau of the Census so as to exclude the following:
Those where grantor and grantee had the same last
name (on the presumption that most such transactions
were between relatives); those involving a government
or a governmental agency; transfers of tax-exempt
property; and transfers of “part-properties”--i.e.,
those involving a part interest in real estate or a
portion of a larger parcel on the assessment roll, and
for which, accordingly, no distinctive assessed value
amount could be lccally obtained. Out of a net non-
duplicative total of 225,100 property transfer forms
prepared in the field, 59,700 were thus screened out.

A questionnaire was sent to one of the parties in-
volved in each of the remaining 165,400 transactions.
As indicated by the facsimile on page 163, this form
asked for information regarding the nature of the
property and the selling price and included some ad-
ditional questions designed to identify transactions not
usable for calculation of a meaningful assessment
ratio--for example, where some factor such as family
relationship or corporate affiliation made the price
questionable as a measure of market value, or where a
major recent change in the property might have made
its most recent assessed valuation unrepresentative of
the property at the time of the transaction,

Reports received from property buyers or sellers
were carefully examined, and supplementary corre-
spondence was used to clear up many responses that
were initially inadequate. These efforts provided in-
formation concerning all but about 17,500 of the 165,400
sample transfers subject to canvass. Of the remaining
147,900 transfers, 28,400 were set aside and involved
no further use or handling. Most of these were deter-
mined to be out-of-scope for one or more of the kinds
of reasons described above, but a minor proportion
involved cases where inadequate information had been
obtained from either the initial field recording effort
or the buyer-seller canvass.

Of the remaining 119,600 transactions, some cov-
ered the sale of two or more separately assessed
pieces of property. Anadditional step applied for these:
The total selling price for each multiple-parcel transfer
was distributed among the several component parcels
in proportion to their respective assessed values. This
operation, it should be noted, does not alter the dollar
amounts entering into the calculation of assessment
ratios, but is designed to make the sales data by kind
and size of property correspond in arrangement to the
statistics that were previously developed on the com-
position of real property tax rolls as a whole.

Application of the foregoing step produced from
the 119,600 transactions an array of data concerning a
gross total of 129,200 transferred properties.

For each transferred property, information about
the type of property, total sales price, assessed value,
and for those properties withinlarge cities and overlying
counties, total property taxes billed, was thenentered on
magnetic tape, together witl: an identifying code and
figures to indicate the sampling rate applicable to the
item., Calculations were applied to these basic data, by
use of electronic computers, to arrive at the findings
shown for measurable sales and assessment ratios, and
for nominal and effective tax rates inlargecities.

Relation to 1962 census procedures

The survey methods relating to assessed
valuations and assessment-sales ratios summarized
above were directly parallel in all major respects to
those employed for corresponding phases of the 1962
Census of Governments., The 1962 census did not deal
with comparative data on nominal and effective tax rates,
Geographical coverage was generally similar, but the
panel of sample areas was revised with the result that
the number increased in 19 States, decreased in 27, and
remained the same in fonr,
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The coverage for the 1967 census was expanded
by a net total of 331 areas, primarily to develop findings
for the metropolitan-area portions of individual States
and for the presentations concerning selected local areas
that appear in tables 12 to 21. It may be noted that the
reported SMSA-portion figures are based upon infor-
mation for all of the component counties or other local
areas that make up metropolitan areas, except in four
States--Connecticut, Massachusetts, Michigan, and
Wisconsin--where only a sample of component local
areas has been covered,

RELIABILITY AND LIMITATIONS OF DATA

In the use and interpretation of the statistics
shown in this report, account should be taken of certain
limitations inherent in their nature and development.

The concept of assessed valuations

The terms “assessment” or “assessed value” are
commonly recognized as relating to valuations officially
placed on property for the applicationoftaxes. In some
instances, however, the same piece of property may be
differently valued for taxation by various kinds of local
governments, In such instances, the figures reported
here pertain to the valuations set for county govern-
ment taxes,

On a State-prescribed basis throughout four
States--Illinois, Minnesota, Montana, and North Dakota--
and to some degree elsewhere, the value of each
individual parcel of realty on the assessment roll
against which local tax rates are applied is some
fraction or multiple of another valuation arnount initially
recorded. The initial valuation is often designated by
some term other than assessed value(e.g., full and true
value), but sometimes, asin Montana, the preadjustment
amount is officially known as the assessed value, while
the amount against which tax rates apply, is termed
the taxable value. Nonetheless, it is the latter kind of
amount which is reported here as assessed valuation
for Montana, in order to provide comparability with
similarly defined amounts for other States.

Ordinarily, where assessment records reflect
both a preliminary full and true value and an adjusted
assessed value amount, the relation between the two is
the same for all types »f taxable realty. However, in
Minnesota, the State-prescribed adjustment factors
differ according to the aind and value-size of the indi-
vidual properties involved, i‘or that State, accordingly,
the proportionate distribution of realty values shown in
table S differs from the percentages which would be
obtained by reference to the initial full and true
valuations of taxable realty. In Illinois, final equalizing
adjustments (upward) of initially set values are ordered
by the State Department of Revenue. The adjustments
apply uniformly to all assessments within any particular
county. However, since the use-class composition of
the real property roll differs from county to county,
the proportionate distribution of realty amounts based
on the final equalized values, as presented in table 5,
is unlikely to match a distribution that might be derived
from the initial valuations.

Assessed value of major property classes

Figures on assessed valuations for State-assessed
property, locally assessed realty, and locally assessed
personalty were obtained from State agencies and care-
fully checked for presentation in tables 2, 3, and 18 of
this report. Accordingly, these statistics may be re-
garded as a precise expression of the indicated kinds of
values officially set in 1966 on taxable property within
various individual States and counties.

Any attempt, however, to compare assessed value
amounts for one State with those for another must take
account of the diversity of State provisions concerning
the taxability of particular kinds of property, the place-
ment of assessing responsibility, and exemptions from
property taxation, as discussed above under “Assessed
Values for General Property Taxation.”

These factors similarly limit the significance of
nationwide totals of assessed valuation amounts. Some
national aggregates are much more affected thanothers
by the diversity of property tax arrangements. For
example, the total for locally assessed personal property
comprises value amounts that differ widely in scope
from one State to another, Residential realty, on the
other hand, is a category that has a substantially
uniform legal meaning among the various States, being
everywhere subject to local assessment for general
property taxation, although at widely differing fractions
of market value,

Classification of real property by type

The statistics for particular kinds of locally as-
sessed taxable real property, as shown in tables 4 to 7
and 10, are estimates which are subject both {0 sam-
pling variation and to possible errors of classification
originating in the field enumeration of the data.

Being based on a sample, these data probably differ
from results that would be obtained from an enumera-
tion covering all locally assessed realty. The amount
of such probable sample variance can be determined
and stated mathematically. The aggregate valuation
estimared for a major type-of-property class such as
residential property (or acreage and farms in pre-
dominantly agricultural States) is believed to be sub-
ject in most States to only minor sampling variation,
generally not over 2 or 3 percent.'* Figures reported
for classes of property that make up only a small part

14This observation is based on variance calculations
made in the 1957 Census of Govermments, which employed
essentially the same sample design and survey methods as
those of the survey now being reported and on variance
calculations prepared for six States in cornection with
this more recent survey. Comparison shows the computed
sampling variations for the six States 10 be of the same
order of magnitude in both surveys, as wxpected.

It should be noted that the degree of sampling vari-
ation cited in the text does not directly pertain to
percentage points of total assessed valuation. For ex-
ample, with residential property estimated at 50 percent
of all realty valuations, subject +to sampling variation
of 2 percent, the probable results of a complete enumere
ation would fall between 49.0 and 51.0 percent or other-
wise expressed, 50.0 plus or minus 1.0 percent.



of the realty total in particular States are in most in-
stances likely to involve relatively larger sampling
variation.

Errors of classification that may have occurredin
the field enumeration of sample properties cannot be
similarly measured. Official local assessment records
uiffer widely in the degree to which they specifically
indicate the nature of individual taxable properties. In
some instances, it was necessary for theCensus enu-
merators to rely on inferential evidence, rather than
specifically recorded descriptions, to classify sample
properties, However, the enumeration work was gov-
erned by detailed instructions, and the information
gathered was subsequently checked, with particular
attention to the treatment of relatively high-value prop-
erties, These efforts, it is believed, held within rela-
tively limited bounds the amount of error in type-of-
property classification.,

The discussion of “Local Assessments of Real
Property,” above, has mentioned the variety that exists
among States in the extent to which local tax records
may break down into a number of separate assessment
items a holding that represents a single property from
the standpoint of ownership and use. Thisfactor limits
the interstate comparability of the data on numbers of
real properties which appear in table 6.

Statewide data based on measurable sales

Foregoing sections have mentioned the following
factors that must be recognized in interpreting the
statistics based on sample sales of taxable real prop-
erties in each State:

1. The assessment ratios presented deal directly
only with the relationship found between assessed value
and sales price for properties subject to arm’s-length
sales, This is, inevitably, a market-selected group,
and it comprises only a relatively small portion of all
taxable real property.}

Classification of sales by kinds of property and by
assessed-value size classes, as reflected in various
tables of this report, is designed to tale account of
differences that may exist among the several categories
of property separately ha.dled. However, within one
category or more, the possibility remains that prop-
erties changing hands may have been subject to special
influences that make the assessment ratios measured
for them not closely representative for such property
as a whole,

2. The percentages of all taxable property of vari-
ous kinds found to be involved in measurable sales
should not be interpreted as measuring the gross turn-
over rate of realty, since certain transfers thatarenot
n;egningful for ratio calculation were necessarily ex-
cluded.

15An alternative approach is applied by some State tax
agencles, which compare assessments with appraised valu-
ations specially made for this purpose. The appraisal
method permits preselection of a sample scientifically
designed to represent all taxable property subjJect to
consideration, but necessarily involves some degree of
subjectivity or individual judgment.
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3. Being based on a sample rather thanupon cov-
erage cf all in-scope transfers, the assessment ratios
shown in this report are subject to sampling variability.

4. The number of sample sales subject to survey
was too smail to permit the calculation of sampling
variability of ratios for commercisl and industrial
property in eight States, and also in some cases for
particular size classes of property. Intheseinstances,
as indicated by footnotes of various tables, ratio findings
have necessarily been omitted.

Reliability of the findings based on measurable
sales also depends in part, of course, on the com-
pleteness and care with which the field enumeration of
sample transfers was performed and upon the degree
of accuracy achieved in obtaining and interpreting in-
formation from buyers or sellers of property.

Undoubtedly, in view of the large number of
areas and the diversity of records involved, some
errors or omissions occurred in the field enumer-
ation that have remained undetected. This work,
however, was governed by detailed instructions, and the
resulting transfer record forms were carefully checked
and provided a basis for successful mail-canvassing
operations. It is believed, therefore, that the field
enumeration of sample transfers was carried out in
substantial accordance with specifications.

To encourage accurate reporting by property
buyers and sellers, the census inquiry emphasized that
their reports were subject by law to confidential
handling and could be used only for statistical purposes.
As indicated above, incoming questionnaires were
examinec for completeness and apparent reasonable-
ness, and followup correspondence was used to obtain
further information in some instances. Inthisprocess,
any transfer was ruled out-of-scope where the answer
to item 4 of the questionnaire indicated something other
than an ordinary transaction between unrelated parties,
even if the respondent also expressed the opinion, in
answer to item S of the questionnaire, that the price
represented “a reasonable market price for the prop-
erty on the date of transfer.”

Checking of reports from buyers and sellersdis-
closed some instances where the respondent, having
apparently been party to more than one recenttransac-
tion, supplied price information for a property other
than that for which an assessed value had been obtained.
While it is believed that the bulk of such mismatched
items have heen eliminated, it is likely that some es-
caped detection.

For the overwhelming majority of sample trans-
fers subject to survey, the request for price information
required no estimation or judgment by the respondent.
Two exceptional groups of transactions, however, may
be noted: Those that included other property in ex-
change as part of the consideration; and those where
personal property, as well as realty, was included in a
single sale.

In transactions involving a trade, the buyer’s
estimate was generally accepted unless expressed with
serious reservations or unless the value indicated for
the exchanged property made up a large part of the
total reported price, in which case the transfer was
usually classed as unusable.



INTRODUCTION 21

In transactions that included personal property
making up more than an insignificant fraction of the
total sale, the value of the personal property, as esti-
mated and reported, was deducted to arrive at an ap-
proximate sales value for the real estate alone. In
some instances this called for interpretation of whether
the kind of property being reported as personal would
actually have been assessed as such or as real prop-
erty and, therefore, not properly subject to deduction
in arriving at the sales value of the real property. Sup-
plementary correspondence was extensively used to
obtain a more complete description of personalty.

The major property classes described on the ques-
tionnaire that was used to canvass buyers and sellers
are the same as those used to estimate the distribution
of all real property assessments by type of property,
as described above under “Local Assessments of Real
Property.” However, for the earlier survey of realty
on the tax rolls, classification was determined by
census enumerators’ interpretation of official local
assessment records. Since a different source of infor-
mation was used for the subsequent sales survey, the
two sets of findings undoubtedly involve some differ-
ences Of interpretation.

Data for selected local areas

The statistics presented in tables 12 through 17,
as already indicated, are based on measurable sales of
nonfarm houses in those 1,401 sample areas where at
least five sample sales of nonfarm houses were
surveyed. These figures are subject to limitations of
sampling variability and possible handling error, as
mentioned above for statewide findings based on
measurable sales, In addition, it should be noted that
these local areas do not constitute a direct cross-
section of all local assessment jurisdictions but
comprise a group in which areas that rank high in
dollar amount of assessed valuations are most heavily
represented, Accordingly, the figures shown in tables
15 through 17 (and especially the coefficients of inter-
area dispersion in table 15) should not be interpreted
as direct measures of statewide characteristics.

Furthermore, some arbitrariness was necessary
for the grouping of local areas by kind of assessment
organization, as presented in table 14, This grouping
is based upon an examination of State legal provisions
and related sources. Statutes of some of the States
where areas have been classed asTypeB (decentralized
county administration) provide options for a con-
siderable degree of county administration, so that
centrnlized assessment administration may actually
apply in some Type B areas.

Most of the statistics shown in tables 19 through
21 for individual major areas represent estimates from
the two sample surveys that have been described and
are subject also to the kinds of limitations indicated
above for statewide statistics.

Tabular items ''"Not available’'

It has been necessary to show “NA”--data not
available--for a limited number of items planned for
preseniation in certain tables of this report.

Footnoted omissions appear for certain items in
table 19, In some instances, this is because it was
found impracticable, within the established pattern of
survey operations, to obtain a clear distinction between
data for a major city that had been designated for sep-
arate reporting and the remainder of the county in
which it is located, A few other footnoted omissions
also appear in table 19, where final review seemed to
indicate that significant uncorrectible errors may have
occurred in the enumeration or handling of data.

Historical comparisons

Caution should be used in any comparison of 1966
figures shown here for individual States or major local
areas with corresponding kinds of data reported for the
years 1961 and 1956 in the similar reports of the 1962
and 957 Censuses of Governments, Although methods
and coverage were generally similar in each instance,
differences between the findings may arise from nu-
merous factors, including changes in property tax laws
and assessment administration as well as from economic
developments,

As 1is explained above, most data on sales-
assessment ratios presented from the present survey
focus on “ordinary real estate,” whichexcludes various
special kinds of properties and parcels presumed to
have a value of more than $250,000. Since there are
relatively few single-family houses in this excluded
size class, this limitation probably has had very
little effect on historical comparability of data relating
to nonfarm houses.

In each of these censuse2s detail shown for
particular useclasses of taxable real property represent
sample-based estimates. Any measure of change or
trend based on these estimates will he subject to a
sampling variability gruater than the variability of
either of the figures involved.

Changes since 1956 in the nature of local assess-
ment records have also undoubtedly led to a so:newhat
different treatment of some sample properiics in
certain jurisdictions than that which would have appiied
with the kinds of records previously maintained. It is
believed that developments of this kind have generally
permitted a somewhat more exact count and classifica-
tion of real property than was carried out and reported
for 1961 and 1956. However, they limitin some degree
direct comparability of the findings.

The assessed value amounts shown in this report
for Alaska differ in scope from those presented for
other States. Alaska is unique in having property
taxation for only a limited part of itsentire territory--
i.e., the areas located within the boroughs and school
districts. Although such areas account for a sizable
proportion of Alaska’s population, they do notcomprise
all privately owned property in the State, and probably
include only a minor fraction of all its farms and non-
public forest property.

In 1962, Alaska’'s assessed valuations were re-
ported by school districts., Beginning in late 1962,
the independent school districts (except the Haines-
Port Chilkoot Special School District, which has re-
placed the former Haines Independent District) have

» wm. s mmemd e
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been integrated into organized boroughs. Inthecurrent
report, therefore, assessed valuations are reported by
boroughs, the Haines-Port Chilkoot Special School
District, and city school districts and must be recognized
as a summation of data for these areas rather than as a
statewide measure of private property holdings.

Subsequent to publication of the 1962 report
Taxable Property Values (Volume II, 1962 Census of
Governments), revised data for certain statistics were
issued (Errata Notice, August 1964). Most of the
changes resulted from the receipt of a set of revised
assessed value figures from the State of New York.
Additional corrections--most of them relatively
minor--were also made.

Geographic regions

The States included in each of the regions are as
follows:

Northeast
Connecticut New York
Maine Pennsylvania
Massachusetts Rhode Island
New Hampshire Vermont
New Jersey

INTRODUCTION

Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Michigan
Minnesota

Alabama
Arkansas
Delaware

District of Columbia

Florida
Georgia
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland

filaska
Arizona
California
Colorado
Hawaii
Idaho
Montana

South

West

North Central

Missouri
Nebraska
North Dakota
Ohio

South Dakota
Wisconsin

Mississippi
North Carolina
Oklahoma
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

Virginia

West Virginia

Nevada

New Mexico
Oregon
Utah
Washington
Wyoming
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Per Capita Property Tax Revenue of State and Local Governments, by States: 1985-66

\

\

.

BZ8) s150 or moRe
$110 TO $150

[] s70 10 s110
[ ress Than s70

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

Percent of all Tax Revenue of State and Local Governments Provided by Property Taxes, by States: 1966

oD

*.

o,

o %e %

2505
o0\

03

[i50 b.C.

B2 50% OR MORE
V////] 40% TO 50%

VIDZ U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, BUREAU OF THE CENSUS




24 TAXABLE PROPERTY VALUES

Percent of Statewide Totals of Assessed Valuations
Accounted for by Standard Metropolitan Statis-
tical Areas: 1968
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Locally Assessed Real Property in the United States, Percent Distribution oi the Gross Assessed Vaius of
by Type of Property: 1961 and 1966 Locaity Assessed Real Property. by Type of
Property, for States: 1468
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TAXABLE PROPERTY VALUES

Statewide Average Assessment Ratios for Ordinary Residentisl Nonfarm Property,
as Indicated by Measurable Sales During a 6-Month Period of 1968
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE , BUREAU OF THE CENSUS

v/8

Assessed Valie of Taxable Property in the United States,

With an Estimate of Sales Value for Locally
Assessed Real Property: 1966
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APPROXIMATELY 81,210 BILLION

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE , BUREAU OF THE CENSUS
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Table 1. Property Tax Revenue of State and Local Governments, by Regions
and States: 1965-66

3 As a percent of total As a percent of all
Amounts (millions of dollars) Total Per capita amounts tax revenue general tevenue
amount -
Area Local ?er Sl.Oﬂ? Local Sataée Lozal Sta(}e Local
1 oca of persona oca n oca an
Total States goveriments? neome Total governments focal States | covernments|  local States gaeir:
governmente governments n
UNITED STATES. « o 24 670,1 a3u,0 23 836,1 46,36 125,91 121,65 43,5 2.8 817.1 29.7 1.0 44,8
REGIONS !

NORTHEAST. « « 7 218,0 17,5 7 200,3 49,27 150,54 150,17 48,1 0.2 82.8 34,0 0.2 38,0

NORTH CENTRAL, . 7 615,0 287.1 7 328.6 48,90 139,29 134,08 48,6 3.7 92.8 34,0 2.4 90, 4

SOUTHe « o o o o 4 398,8 194,9 4 204,4 32,86 72,34 69,15 33,0 2.3 84,0 20.% 1.4 33,0

WEST o ¢ o o o o 5 438,1 334,8 5 103.1 56,61 167,22 156,92 46,3 8.6 88,6 30,4 3,3 43,8
ALABAMAL + « ¢ o o o o & 116,0 23,0 93,1 17,42 33,04 26,57 18,1 5,0 52,8 9.7 2,7 15,3
ALASKA 4 o o o o o o o o 18,7 - 18,7 21,94 70,57 70,57 24,0 - 74,2 8.2 - 26,3
ARIZONAY « o o o & o o » 222.9 43,0 *179,9 59,71 139,0% 112,23 46,5 15.7 87,7 29.7 9.1 82,4
ARKANSAS o+ & 1,0 o o o o 99,6 %0,5 95,1 26,70 48,88 48,62 26,1 0.2 93,8 15,2 0.1 3,3
CALIFORNIA & o ¢ v o o 3 9%2,2 *188,7 3 9563,5 62,98 199,%6 189,53 50,2 5.5 88,2 3,8 3,4 a9
COLORADO o« + ¢ ¢ « o o o 308,9 2.6 *306,3 88,47 158,01 156,68 46,7 0.8 91,2 30,0 0.4 48,1
CONNECTICUT, 4 o 4 & o » 464, - 4l 1 48,21 161,26 161,26 51,1 - 99,2 38,0 - 68,6
DELAWARE + ¢ ¢ o o o o o 33,1 0.3 32,9 19.41 64,57 64,13 20,1 0.2 93,2 12,9 0.1 2%.%
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA . . 88,2 - "2 29,64 109,43 109,43 35,1 - 35,1 21.6 - 21.6
FLORIDA, 4 « « o o s o » 583,6 *21,6 LY 41,%6 99,00 98,34 39,2 2.6 83,7 25.5 1.8 38,2
GEORGIAY + o o o« ¢ o & » 274,3 1.7 272.6 28,94 61,70 61,31 29,9 0.3 28,9 18,0 0.2 31.9
HAWATTL & o o v o v o 0 o 96,8 - 56,9 27.98 78,45 78,45 21,7 - 77,6 13,8 - 46,7
IDAHOY o « s v o ¢ o o o 78,7 el 77.6 47,42 112,91 111,33 39,5 0,9 97.7 25,4 0,6 49,1
ILLINOIS & o v o & o o o 1 610,8 *1,8 1 609,1 46415 119,36 149,20 50,7 0.1 88,9 37.% 0,1 56,1
INDIANAG o o o o « o o o 686,7 *19,1 667,71 49,37 138,70 134,86 49,0 2,6 99,5 34,9 1.7 53,2
TIOWA & ¢ a0 v o ¢ 0 o s uy7,3 1,9 4u3,. 4 60,60 162,07 160,65 51,4 0.9 98,6 16,0 0.6 59,1
KANSAS 4 ¢ o ¢ o o o o s 333,3 9.1 304,3 56,19 146,51 142,55 48,9 2.6 97,0 34,0 1.6 53,7
KENTUCKY o o o o o o o o 164,7 *22.6 2,2 25,38 51,78 44,70 26,8 5,2 78.8 15,7 3,1 29.3
LOUISTIANAG « o o o o o » 190.4 18,3 172.1 75,87 52,64 47,58 21,5 2.8 76,5 12,8 1.5 25,7
MAINE: @ o ¢ o s o o o » 122,4 2.2 *120,2 54,53 125.15 122,90 49,2 1.7 99,5 33.9 1.0 72.8
MARYLANDY o o o o o o o o 437,3 21,3 416,0 41,23 121,07 115,17 42,1 3.6 92,1 30,3 2,6 42,3
MASSACHUSETTSe o ¢ o o+ o 1 020,6 w0, 4 *1 020,? 62,42 188,90 188,82 56,6 0,* 99,0 42,6 - 61,7
MICHIGAN o ¢ o o o o o 11315 %76,2 1 03%,4 48,20 133,62 174,63 43,6 5,2 93,6 30,4 3,% 43,8
MINNESOTAe o o o ¢ « o o 591,0 31.7 35,94 62,24 165,45 156,61 49,8 8,7 97.9 33,2 3.1 30,2
MISSISSIPPl,y o o o o o o 117.1 3.9 113,3 31,55 50,11 us, 48 27,3 1.4 80,2 15,7 0,8 28,2
MISSOURI o 4 o o o o o o 435,14 5.4 429.8 36,38 98,33 94,17 39.4 0.9 81.8 25.8 0.6 45,0
MONTANAY « o o o o o o » 114,1 7.3 106,7 66,54 162,54 151,99 5641 | 8.0 95,0 32,8 3.6 59,9
NEBRASKA « o s o s « o & 238,6 42,4 216,2 67,41 179,71 150, 24 71,7 32,6 93.6 46,3 16,2 57.7
NEVADA « v « o o o o o » 62,4 3.5 58,9 43,42 144,78 136,66 40,0 4,2 82.0 23,9 2.4 18,3
NEW HAMPSHIRE: o« o o o & 103,4 *2,5 %100,9 60,31 182,73 149,04 63,3 4,1 99,1 44,0 2.1 76,4
NEW JERSEY o + 4 & o 4 4 1 283,1 2,2 1 280.8 58,45 185,98 185,65 64,6 0.4 91,7 48,6 0,2 66,2
NEW MEXICO &« o o o « o 61.6 12,1 49,5 27.70 61,48 49,40 23,1 6.0 75,9 11,2 2.9 19,8
NEW YORK o « o o o o o o 3 045,9 8.0 3 037.9 51,32 167,31 166,87 40,7 0.2 7,7 31.6 0,2 39,6
NORTH CAROLINA & o 4 o o 270,0 *18,2 251.8 26,81 54,30 50, 64 26.1 2,3 97,0 17,3 1.6 29.3
NORTH DAKOTA & 4 o « o 8i,3 2.6 at.7 86,69 131,10 127,06 50,0 3.1 97,1 7.2 1,3 52,9
OHIC & 4 v 4 o o o « o o 1 295.8 *51,3 1 244,59 4,72 125,03 120,08 51.8 u,6 90,2 35.2 2.8 48,3
OKLAHOMA o &« v 4 ¢ o o » 191,1 - %19),1 34,09 77.15 77.1% 32,4 - 94,9 18,4 - 39,4
OREGON & o o o o o o o o 277.0 *1,7 279.3 51.77 140,40 139,53 47,4 0.6 96.7 28,3 0,3 50,6
PENNSYLVANIA « 4 « « o 1 016,7 *1.9 1 014.7 31,99 87,64 87,47 33,7 0.1 79,4 24,3 0.1 41,2
RHODE ISLAND o o o » o o 114,8 - 114,8 45,64 128,13 128,13 44,0 - 98,5 31,9 - 63,6
SOUTH CAROLINA « o« & « & 102,4 1,2 101.1 21,74 39,57 39.06 21.9 0.3 93,0 14,1 0.2 30,1
SOUTH DAKOTA o o o o o o 104,6 - 104,6 68,92 154,05 154, 0% 55,6 - 94,7 30,9 - 69,4
TENNESSEC: ¢ o o o o o o 221,9 - 221.,9 28,63 57,40 57.40 29.6 - az,4 18,1 - 31,3
TEXAS: o o o o o s s 0 o 1 074,9 47,9 1 027.0 43,41 100,02 95,56 45,8 3.8 93,9 28.8 2.2 u6,2
UTAH « 4 4 o o « o o o o 118.0 13.2 104,8 50,41 117.18 104,07 41,6 7.8 20,5 2%.1 4,1 43,1
VERMONT. + 4 o o s o o o 47,0 %0,3 up,? 50,27 114,36 113,63 39,1 0.4 96,7 24,6 0.2 67.1
VIRGINIA & & o ¢ o ¢« o » 340,2 LTS 326,72 "1.82 76,14 73,01 "Nl 247 7744 2248 1.6 38,9
WASHINGTON o « o « & o & 310,9 52,3 2%8,5 35,97 102,24 85,00 31,2 7.5 85,7 19.9 5,0 31.4
WEST VIRGINIAY o o+ & 4+ » 98,0 0.3 97.8 26,60 84,17 54,06 26,1 04! 88,3 15,2 0.1 34,7
WISCONSING o o o ¢ o o o 636.0 43,6 597,5 56,39 52,63 142,19 uu,6 5,3 98,3 33.8 3.8 43,8
WYOMING. o 4 o 4 & o « o 5%,9 9.3 *U46,6 66,20 175,24 146,08 53,1 16,7 94,3 25,2 6,3 43,3

Note: Flnuneial data are derlved from the annual Burcau of the Census report, Governmeninl Finances in 1965-66, except that the por caplta fipures here, teing based an revised
population estimates, differ in come instances from per capits figures appearing fn thai eeriier report. Local povernment amounis are estimates cublret to onmpling variutien; nee
source report eited.  Becauce of rounding, detuil muy not add to totuls. - Reprecents zero or rounde to zero. 1In those cuses where an aaverisk () appeors bnlow,t‘unnumn
chown inv.lye eollections entirely or malnly from special, as distinet from general, State property taxes; see aloo table 24, and the annual Bureau of the Census repori, Slate Tax
Collectiona. 2Amounts chown are meinly from local general property taxee, but slos inelude vollections of local speeinl properiy ioxes In some Statcs, Such collectiond (for
which .rparate sutimates ore not available) are believed to make up a very minor pereentoge of all local property inx revenue in mogt of the States concerned, twi mey repregent as
mich ag 5 1o 10 pereent of smounis marked bel w with on acterisk (*); cve olso table 24, Ipaged on estimated total resident population (1.e,, exeluding armed forces overseas) an
of July 1, 160, as reported in Buresu of the Census, Current Population Report., Sieries B-5, No. 373  (September 5, 1967).




28 TAXABLE PROPERTY VALUES

Table 2. Assessed Value of Property Subject to Local General

(Amounts in millions of dollars. The value of

S ]
Gross assessed value (before exemptions) Tax-exempt portion of gross
Locally assessed property assessed valuations
State-
Area Total assessed Parsonal Locally Locally
property Al Real ntanei Motor Total assessed real | assessed per
Total ntangibles vehicles propeity sonal property
1 UNITED STATES. . « 498 962 41 992 487 363 393 193 64 175 87l 4 989 314 903 14 274 817
REGIONS:
2 NORTHEAST: o o 137 963 2 57¢ 135 391 128 198 7 194 - - 3 427 3 340 a8
3 NORTH CENTRALe 150 361 17 229 133 131 108 9%% 24 1717 - 1 045 a1l 769 42
4 SOUTHe o o o o o 140 02% 12 993 127 032 102 958 24 073 738 3 780 9 111 8 742 370
5 WEST ¢ o o o o o 70 608 8 796 61 809 33 082 8 728 133 160 1 5%0 1423 117
6 [ ALABAMAS « & o o o o ¢ o 4 066 693 3 3713 2 303 1 070 - 420 104 - 104
7 ‘LAS‘A ® ¢ 0 ¢ 3 0 8 0 @ 1 300 - 1 300 1 065 235 - - - - -
B[ ARIZONAYG & o ¢ » o o o o 2 373 568 1 804 1432 352 - - 134 81 53
9| ARKANSAS o o ¢ o« o ¢ o o 1 804 330 1 473 1 057 417 - - - - "
O | CALIFORNIA « o o o o o o 43 188 4 628 38 360 33 308 S 092 - - 665 4665 *)
11 | COLORADO « o ¢ o o o & o 4 232 473 3739 3 180 579 - - - - -
12 | CONNECTICUT: o o o o » & 14 173 - 14 173 11 004 3 169 - - 5293 227 66
13 | DELAWARE & ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o 1 738 - 1 738 1 738 - - - 8 8 -
14 | OISTRICT OF COLUMBIA « . 3 538 - 3 538 3 028 si0 - - - - -
15 | FLORIDAC o« o o o o o o » 31 239 274 30 965 26 928 4 036 - - 5 610 5 610 -
16 | GEORGIAG o o ¢ o o o o o 7 310 646 6 664 4 658 2 006 123 650 137 1193 179
‘7 NAWAIW. « & & 2 8 0 0 0 } “09 - 3 '109 5 “09 - - - 319 319 -
18 | IDAHO: « o o 5 o ¢ o o » 909 24} 668 827 141 - - 16 LY 1
19 | JLLINOIS o o o o 4 o o 39 848 1 207 38 640 31 072 7 %68 - - - - -
20 | INDIANAG o o o o 0 0 s e 10 182 1 0%3 9 129 6 412 2 117 - - 689 664 2%
21 | IOWA o o o 6 6 o s 0 o o 6 347 704 5 644 4 793 8%0 - - 122 10% 17
22 | KANSAS ¢ o o« o ¢ ¢ s o o 4 953 910 4 o043 873 1 - - - - -
23 [ KENTUCKY, o & ¢ ¢ o o o o 16 320 2 609 13 71} 1 811 1 899 - 969 - - -
20 | LOUISIANAY o o 4 4 o o 4 709 947 3 76. 2 314 1 449 171 - 980 980 -
29 MAINE: o 4 o o o v s o s 3 o088 97 , 2 990 2 um9 511 - - ‘40 4o *)
26 | MARYLAND o & ¢ o ¢ o o 12 97% 2 704 10 271 10 091 181 - - - - -
27 | MASSACHUSETTS: o o o o o 14 979 203 14 776 13 817 959 - - 479 479 -
28 | MICHIGAN 4 ¢ ¢ « ¢ ¢ o & 20 488 - 20 uus 1% 724 4 764 - - - - -
29 | MINNESOTA® o 4 o o o o o 2 817 209 2 308 2 000 308 - - » - -
30| MISSISSIPPIs o o o« o o o 2 007 437 1 870 1 063 506 17 252 479 479 -
31 | MISSOURL & ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o 9 3u8 1 035 8 siz 6 465 2 ous - 776 - - -
32 ] MONTANA® , o & o 4 ¢ & & a2y 178 647 409 238 16 52 - - -
33 [ NEBRASKA ¢ & o 4« 4 & o o 4 333 93 4 240 3 160 1 081 - 269 - - -
U | MEVADA o ¢ ¢ o s s o o o 1 631 252 1 379 1 213 156 - - 194 138 16
35| NEW HAMPSHIRE: o o o » o 2 431 - 2 431 2 2%4 177 - - 47 46 1
36| NEW JERSEY o« o o o o o o 28 431 107 28 324 26 767 1 587 - - 1 o) -
37 ] NEWMEXICO o ¢ o o o o o 1 594 633 960 789 172 112 - 1%3 153 (*)
8| NEW YORK o o o o« o o o o 33 633 2 164 91 469 51 469 - - - 2 472 2 472 -
39| NORTH CAROLINA o ¢ o & & 13 621 468 13 153 9 32% 3 828 - 1 066 - - -
4O | NORTH DAKOTA ' o« « o « o 693 81 612 472 140 - - - - -
UL | OHIO « o o o o 4 o o v & 33 936 11 798 22 138 21 382 456 - - - - -
42 ) OKLAHOMA « ¢ ¢ « o o o » 3 608 716 2 891 2 209 682 - - 859 472 87
43 ] OREGON « o o ¢ s o o o o 3 334 41 3 119 2 663 487 - - 80 38 22
44| PENNSYLVANIA « ¢+ o o o o 17 336 - 17 336 17 336 - - - - -
45| RHODE ISLAND « o« o« o o o 3 253 - 3 233 2 511 742 - - 95 7% 21
46| SOUTH CAROLINA &+ & o 4 & 1 0¥ 464 573 416 157 - 138 - - -
47| SOUTH DAKOTA o o ¢ o o 2 393 139 2 2%4 1 678 577 - - - - -
4B | TENNESSEEs o o o o o o o 4 9u2 646 4 296 3 893 403 - - - - -
49 TEXASs & o v v s o s o s 16 366 143 16 223 12 330 3 893 - - - - -
50| UTAH o ¢ o o o o o o o o 1 %41 479 1 061 804 FLY) - 108 - - -
1| VERMONT. o o o o ¢ o o o 640 - 640 561 79 - - - - -
52| VIRGINIA o o o o 4 s o 9 834 1 03 8 799 7 284 1 51% - - - - e
53| WASHINGTON ¢ o o o o o o 4 898 349 4 553 3 672 88l - - 23 - 23
84 | WEST VIRGINIAG ¢ o & o o 4 915 883 4 032 2 510 1 522 427 28% - - -
85 | '"\SCONSINe o o s o » o o 15 123 - 15 123 12 729 2 397 - - - - -
86 | AVOMING: ¢ o« ¢ o o o o o 1175 584 %90 b 199 ) - 66 4 2
Note: Because of rounding, detail may not add to totals. - Represents zero or rounds to zero. JAmounte shown are only for types of property cubjest to Sta‘e as-
sessment, rather than representing valuations that comprise all railroad or utility property; see text. 2Conalsting of partleular property types au follows: Arizona,

Utah, and Wyomi mini roperty; Illinois, capital stock of domestic corporations; Kentucky, distilled spirits in bonded warehouses; Loulsiana, watercraft and aireraft;
Maine B propgrtyn%x'\ ax‘ea:g].gcﬁeng ix’*gunized tz’:wn governments; Maryland, tangible personal property of corporations ($948 million) and G¢lstilled spirits ($10 million); Minnesota,
mined and unmined iron ore ($52 millionz , pipelines ($19 million), and taxable property at the Minneapolis-St. Paul International Airport ($5 million); Montana, proceeds of
mines; Nevada, net proceeds of mines ($28 million) and bank stock ($14 million); New Mexico, mines ($175 million), oll and gas contractors equipment ($46 million) , and shares
of bank and trust companies ($27 million); Chio, intercounty and corporate tangible personaliy; South Carolina, mostly textile and other manufacturing property; Texas, lands
owned by the University of Texas.
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Property Taxation, by Class of Property, by Regions and States: 1966

wholly exempt property is omitted from this table)

Assessed value subject to tax, after deduction of exemptions Percent of assessed value subject to tax
State.assessed property Locally assessed property State-assessed property Locally assessed property
Total Other Tolal ) Other
Total Raitroads* public Other? Total Real Personal Railroads public Other Total Real Personal
utilities® ulilities
4au 0%7 41 %38 9 102 24 974 11 %08 442 47| 378 920 63 384 100,0 1.1 5,2 2.4 91.4 78,3 13.1 1
134 537 2 971 107 2 367 97 | 131 966 {124 860 7 106 100,0 0.1 0. 98,1 92.8 5.3 2
149 %50 17 229 1 892 7 246 8 091 132 321|108 186 24 134 100.0 1.3 4,8 5,4 88,3 72,3 16,1 3
130 913 12 993 2 083 8 907 2 035 | 117 920 94 216 23 704 100,0 1.6 6.8 1.6 90.1 72.0 18.1 [
69 0%6 8 788 1 0%0 6 454 1 28% 60 268 51 638 8 610 100,0 1.9 9.3 1.9 87.3 4.8 12,5 )
3 962 693 9 598 - 3 268 2 302 96% 100.,0 2.4 15,1 - 82,5 88,1 24,4 6
1 300 - - - - 1 300 1 065 23% 100.0 - - - 100.0 8l.9 18,1 7
2 239 368 116 133 319 1 671 137 299 100.0 9.2 5.9 4.2 7.6 61,3 13.4 8
1 804 330 67 264 - 1473 1 0%7 17 100.0 3.7 14.6 - 81,7 98,6 231 9
42 %22 4 628 3% 4 272 - 37 894 32 843 S 0%2 109,0 0.8 10.0 - 89.1 77.2 11.9 10
~

4 232 473 92 381 - 3 7%9 3 180 579 100.0 2.2 9.0 - 88.8 75.1 13.7 | 11
13 881 - - - - 13 881 10 777 3103 100.0 - - - 100.0 77.6 22.4 12
1 730 - - - - 1 730 1 730 - 100.0 - - - 100.,0 100.0 - 13
> %38 - - - - 3 538 3 028 510 100.0 - - - 100.0 8%.6 14,4 14
25 629 274 %274 (¢) - 25 355 | 21 318 4 036 100.0 6.1 (%) - 98,9 83,2 19,7 | 1%
5 938 646 es 558 - 5 292 3 463 1 827 100,0 1.5 9.4 - 89,1 58,4 30,8 | 16
3 090 - - - - 3 090 3 090 - 100,0 - - - 100,0 100.0 - 17
894 232 53 179 - 662 %522 140 100.,0 9.9 20,0 - 74.0 38.4 15,6 18
39 aus 1 207 576 | 4 628 38 640 || 31 o072 7 %68 100, 0 1.9 (%) 1.6 97.0 78.0 19.0 | 19
9 493 1 083 (20) %1 033 - 8 440 5 748 2 692 100,0 (39) 1041,1 - 88.9 60.6 28.4 | 20
6 22% 704 97 607 - 5 521 4 688 833 100,0 1.6 9.8 - 88,7 79.3 13.4 21
4 953 910 179 31 - 4 043 2 873 117 100.0 3.6 14.8 - 81,7 58.0 23.6 22
16 320 2 609 386 1 473 751 13 711 11 811 1 899 100.0 2.4 9.0 LY 84,0 72.4 11.6 23
3 729 947 [-1.] 8%2 10 2 782 1 334 1 d4o 100.0 2,3 22.8 0.3 74,6 35.8 38.8 24
3 o048 97 - - 97 2 951 2 440 511 100.0 - - 342 96,8 80,0 16.8 2%
12 97% 2 704 61 1 68% 958 10 271 10 091 181 100.0 0.5 13,0 7.4 79.2 77.8 1.4 26
14 %01 203 - 203 - 14 2n8 13 338 9%9 100.0 - 1,4 - 98,6 92.0 6.6 27
20 uas - - - - 20 488 1% y24 4 764 100.0 - - - 100,0 76,7 23.3 28
2 517 209 - 133 76 2 308 2 000 308 100,0 - 9.3 3.0 91.7 79.% 12.2 29
1 %28 437 52 38% - 1 090 584 506 100,0 3.4 28,2 - 78.3 38,2 33.1 | 30
9 548 1 03% 187 ays - 8 512 6 465 2 ous 100,0 2.0 8.9 - 89,1 67.7 21,4 | 3
824 178 u9 70 39 647 499 238 100.,0 5.9 8.% 7.2 7849 49,6 28,9 32
4 333 93 a8 ) - 4 240 3 160 1 081 100,0 2.0 0.1 - 97.9 72.9 24,9 33
1 477 252 82 1%9 41 1 229 107 150 100.0 3.5 10.8 2.8 82.9 7248 10,2 |
2 384 - - - - 2 384 2 208 173 100.0 - - - 100,0 92,6 T4 | 38
28 U429 107 107 - - 28 322 26 766 1 957 100.,0 0.4 - - 99,6 94,1 9,9 36
1 440 633 T4 311 249 807 63% 172 100,0 5.1 21.6 17.3 56,0 44,1 11.9 »M
91 161 2 164 - 2 led - us 997 48 997 - 100,0 - 4,2 - 95,8 9%,8 - 38
13 621 468 148 320 - 13 153 9 32% 3 828 100.0 1.1 243 - 96,6 68,5 28,1 39
693 sl 37 4s - 612 472 140 100.0 5.3 6.5 - 88.3 68.1 20.2 | 4o
33 936 || 11 798 704 3 706 7 387 22 138 || 21 %e2 556 100,0 2.1 10.9 21.8 65,2 63.6 1.6 | w1
3 049 716 112 604 - 2 33 1 737 599 100.0 3.7 19,8 - 76,9 57.0 19,3 42
3 454 413 58 3%6 - 3 039 2 605 434 100.0 1.7 10.3 - 88,0 79.4 12.6 43
17 336 - - - - 17 336 || 17 336 - 100.0 - - - 100.0 100.0 - | 44
3 187 - - - - 3 157 2 436 721 100,0 - - - 100.0 77.1 22,9 45
1 037 464 2% 133 306 573 416 1%7 100,0 2.4 12.8 29.% 55,3 40.1 15.1 | u6
2 393 139 24 114 - 2 254 1 678 577 100.0 1.0 4,8 - ol 2 70.1 24,1 | 47
4 942 646 182 4e6u4 - 4 296 3 893 403 100,0 3.7 9.4 - 86.9 78.8 8,1 4
16 366 143 32 101 10 16 223 12 33 3 893 100,0 0.2 0.6 0.l 99,1 79.3 23.8 49
134 479 70 168 242 1 061 aou 2%8 100,0 4.9 10.9 1%.7 68,9 52,2 16.7 | %0
640 - - - - 640 361 79 100,0 - - - 100,0 87.7 12,3 | 1
9 83 1 035 163 871l *y 8 799 7 284 1 %1% 100.0 1.7 8.9 (%) 89,5 74,1 19.4 | ®2
4 875 345 59 287 - 4 929 3672 as8 100.0 1.2 5.9 - 92,9 79.3 17,6 | 93
4 91% 883 283 399 - 4 032 2 510 1 %22 100,0 5.8 12,2 - 82,0 51.1 31,0 | 94
19 123 - - - - 15 123 ) 12 728 2 397 100.0 - - - 100,0 84,1 15,9 | 9%
1 168 584 71 138 37% 384 387 197 100.0 6.1 11.8 32.1 50,0 33.1 16,8 56

3Including tax-exempt portion of State-mscessed property ($9 million), “Exempt portion of personal property valuation included under exempt portion of realty valuation;
geparate data not available, Distribution between real property and personal property estimated wholly or in part; see text. SValuations of other utilities included

with railroad valuations; separate data not available, 7A11 assessment in Hawaii is performed by o State agency, but valuations are ghown here as "locally assessed" for
comparability with data for other States; see text. 8Throughout I1linoia, Minnesota, Montana, and North Dakotm, two sete of values mre locally recorded for taxable property.

In thia report, for comparability with data presented for other States, the ascessment figures for those four States pertain to the final valuation against which taxes are applied,
rather than to the preliminary "full and true" or (in Illinols) local unadjusted valuation, Further information appears in the text discussion of samsessed valuations under

"Reliability and Limitations of Data." less than 0.05 percent, 10Rai1road valuations included with valuations of other public utilities; separate data not available.
Mp1egs than $0,5 million.
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TAXABLE PROPERTY VALUES

Table 3. Assessed Value of Property Subject to Local General Property Taxation Within and
Outside of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, by Ciass of Property, by Regions
and States: 1966

(Amounts in millions of dollars)

Gross assessed values Assessed value subject to tax, after Percent of assessed value
(before exemptions) deduction of exemptions subject to tax
Locally assessed propert Locally assessed proper Locally assessed
Total, Iy property d property State- property
Area including State. ol as:
State: Total assessed ofa sessed .
assessed Real Personal property Total Real Personal prop- Real sf::a'l
property erty
UNITED STATESe o ¢ o o ¢ o o o o » 498 962 | 393 193 | 64 175 4au 057 41 s8y | 442 4rs |l 378 920| 63 3%4| 100.c 8.6 78+3| 13.1
WITHIN STANDARD METROPOLITAN
STATISTICAL AREAS o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o 352 41% | 287 %02 40 077 342 192 24 837 317 3% 277 627 39 730 10040 7.3 81,1 11,6
OUTSIDE STANDARD METROPOLITAN
STATISTICAL AREAS o o o o o o o 146 341 ) 105 691 | 24 095 | 141 865 { 16 748 | 123 119 || 101 294| 23 828 | 10040 11.8 71.4| 16,8
REGIONS
NORTHEAST. o o o o o ¢ s ¢ o 0 6 s 0 o 0 137 963 | 128 198 7 1947 134 537 2 571 | 131 966 || 124 860 7 106] 10040 149 9248 5e3
WITHIN SMSA'Se ¢ o o« o ¢ o o 8 o o o o 113 188 | 108 612 5 301 | 110 213 2218 | 107 937 | 102 704 5 233| 10040 2.1 93,2 4,7
OUTSIDE SMSA'S ¢ « o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o ¢ o o o 24 774 22 58% 1 993 24 326 296 24 029 22 155 1 872| 10040 1.2 91.1 7.7
NORTH CENTRALe + o o o » o 0 8 ¢ 5 3 o o 150 361 | 108 955 | 24 177 149 550 | 17 229 | 132 321 || 108 186 24 134] 100.0 11,9 72.3( 16,1
WITHIN SMSA'Ss o o o o ¢ o o o ¢ ¢ o o 99 933 73 733 1% 063| 99 467 | 11 157 a8 310 73 263 1% 047! 100.0 11,2 73.7( 15.¢
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o o o o 0 ¢ o ¢ 2 o ¢ o 3C 408 38 222 9 114 %0 083 6 072 44 o1l 34 924 9 087 10040 12.1 69.7 18.1
SOUTHs « o o o 6 v 0 8 5 0 6 8 0 0 8 0 0 140 028 | 102 958 | 24 073 130 913 | 12 993 | 117 920 94 216 23 704| 10040 9.9 7240 18013
WITHIN SMSA'Se o o o s o o o # 0 o s o 8% 420 65 789 | 13 381 79 8%0 6 2%0 73 601 60 395 | 13 205, 1000 7.8 7566 1648
OUTSIDE SMSA'S 4 o o o ¢ o o 0 ¢ o o o 4 605 37 169 | 10 692 51 062 6 744 44 319 33 821 10 498] 100.0 13.2 66:2( 2046
WEST o o o « ¢ ¢ 5 o o 086 6 006040 70 608 53 082 8 728 69 086 8 788 60 268 51 658 8 610] 10040 1247 T4eB] 1245
WITHIN SMSA'Se o o o o ¢ o o o o o ¢ o 53 8sy 42 367 6 332 52 662 5 158 47 s08 41 264 6 243| 10040 9.8 T84 | 1149
OUTSIDE SMSA'S s « o s s o o o o o o ¢ 16 754 10 718 2 396 16 394 3 633 12 760 10 393 2 367| 100.0 2242 63¢b | 1444
STATES
ALABAMAe « ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o s s 0 0 06 0 0 0 0 4 066 2 303 1 070 3 962 693 3 268 2 303 965| 10040 17.5 88.1( 24,4
WITHIN SMSA'Ss o ¢ o o 6 s ¢ ¢ s o o o 2 613 1 580 657 2 %70 376 2 194 1 580 614} 100.0 14.6 61.5( 23,9
OUTSIDE SMSA'S ¢ o o o ¢ o ¢ o ¢ o o o 1 453 723 413 1 391 317 1075 723 352 100.0 22.8 52,0 25.3
ALASKA o o o o o o o ¢ 0 ¢ 5 6 06 0 ¢ 0 o 1 300 1 065 235 1 300 - 1 300 1 065 235 10040 - 819 18.1%
AR!ZONA. e ¢ % 8 o 8 @ & 0 & 4 0 0 & 0 0 2 373 l “52 352 2 239 568 1671 t 371 299 100'0 250“ 610’ 13.0
WITHIN SMSA'Ss « o ¢ o 6 ¢ o o s ¢ o o 1 56R 1184 172 L 468 214 1 253 1 126 127| 10040 1446 7647 847
OUTSIDE SMSA'S ¢ s o o o o ¢ ¢ o 5 o o a0s 2n 180 771 354 417 2us 1721 1000 45,9 31.8| 2243
ARKANSAS o o ¢ o & o 8 ¢ 0 2 8 ¢ ¢ ¢ o o 1 804 1 057 417 1 804 330 1 473 1 057 447 10040 1843 5806 23414
WITHIN SMSA*Se & « o 2 o o o o o o o o 60U 382 142 604 81 523 382 142| 100.0 13.4 6342 2344
OUTSICE SMSA'S ¢ « o v o o o o ¢ 2 o o 1 199 675 27% 1 199 250 950 675 275| 100.0 2048 56¢3| 2249
CALIFORNIA ' o ¢ o ¢ o v v o ¢ o o 0 o » 43 188 33 508 5 052 42 522 4 628 37 894 32 843 8 052| 10040 1049 77e2| 1149
WITHIN SMSA'Se o o o o o o o o o o o o 38 733 30 356 4 Su9 38 134 3 828 34 306 29 757 4 S49( 10040 1040 78407 1149
OUTSIODE SMSA'™S 4 « o o o o ¢ ¢ o o o o 4 4ss 3 152 503 4 389 800 3 589 3 086 503| 10040 1842 70+3) 11.8
COLORADO 4 o o o o ¢ s s s o s 0 ¢ o s o 4 232 3 180 579 4 232 473 3 759 3 180 5791 10040 1142 7861|1347
WITHIN SMSA'Soe ¢ o o o o ¢ ¢ 0 o o o » 2 769 2 170 355 2 769 2u5 2 524 2 170 358, 10040 8.8 784 1248
OUTSIDE SMSA'™S o o » ¢ o o ¢ 9 o ¢ o o 1 4ey 1 o010 225 1 U4e3 229 1 235 1 010 225 10040 15.6 6940| 153
CONNECTICUT® o o o o ¢ o ¢ o s 0 ¢ s ¢ o 14 173 11 004 3 169 13 88} - 13 881 10 777 3 103} 10040 - 7746 Y
WITHIN SMSA'Ss o o « s o o s ¢ o o o 11 535 9 101 2 434 11 321 - 11 321 8 938 2 386( 100.0 - 78.9| 21.14
OUTSIDE SMSA'™S o o o o o o o 5 ¢ ¢ s » 2 638 1 903 738 2 %60 - 2 360 1 843 717 10040 - 72.0| 28,0
DELAWARE 4 o o ¢ o o o 5 0 5 5 8 ¢ 0 6 » 1 738 1 738 - 1 730 - 1 730 1 730 - 1000 - 10040 -
WITHIN GMSAYSe s o o o 0 o ¢ ¢ o o o o 1 338 1 338 - 1 33 - 1 33 1 331 - 10040 - 10040 -
OUTSIDE SMSA'S ¢ o s o ¢ o ¢ ¢ » 6 ¢ o 399 399 - 399 - 399 399 - 10040 - 100.0 -
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA (ALL SMSA)e & o o 3 538 3 028 510 3 538 - 3 538 3 028 $10] 10040 - 8546 1444
FLORIDAe ¢ ¢ o ¢ 6 ¢ ¢« o 8 ¢ 0 6 ¢ ¢ 0 » 31 239 26 928 4 036 25 629 274 25 358 21 338 4 03¢ 10040 1.1 83¢2 157
WITHIN SMSA'Se o o s o 0 o o 6 ¢ o o o 20 883 18 200 2 575 17 080 108 16 972 14 397 2 57| 10040 0e6 84e3| 1541
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o o o o o o o s o v s o 10 356 8 728 1 462 8 549 166 8 383 6 921 1 462| 10040 149 8140 171
GEORGIAs o o o ¢ o o s s 9 0 o ¢ o o o o 7 310 4 658 2 006 5 938 6U46 5 292 3 ues 1 827{ 10040 1049 S8ed | 3048
WITHIN SMSA'Ss o o o o ¢ o o o o 2 o o 4 310 2 767 1 222 3 609 321 3 288 2 158 1 134{ 10040 8.9 S9¢7| 3i.4
OUTSIOE SMSA'S & o o o o o o o s o s » 2 999 1 891 783 2 329 328 2 004 1 318 693| 100:0 1440 S6¢3| 29,8
HAWAIT o o o ¢ 6 ¢ « o s 2 0 ¢ 6 o ¢ s o 3 409 3 409 - 3 090 - 3 090 3 090 | 100.0 - 10040 -
WITHIN SMSA'Se ¢ o ¢ 0 0 ¢ o 0 0 o s & 2 866 2 866 - 2 620 - 2 620 2 620 - 10040 - 100.0 -
OUTSIDE SMSA'S & o« o o 0 o s o o o o » 543 S43 - 470 - 470 470 =| 100s0 - 10040 -
INAHOS o o o o ¢ o o o o 8 ¢ o 6 o o o & 909 527 141 894 232 662 522 t4o 10040 26.0 5844 15.6
WITHIN SMSA'Se o o o ¢ o o ¢ o o o o @ 106 67 14 106 25 81 67 14| 10040 23,6 63¢2( 13.2
OUTSIDE SMSA'™S o o o o » o ¢ o o ¢ o o 803 460 127 788 207 581 use 125| 10040 2643 57.8| 15,9
ILLINOIS o« o ¢ 5 o o« ¢ 6 0 o o ¢ 0 0 0 @ 39 848 31 072 7 568 39 848 1 207 38 640 31 072 7 568 100.0 3.0 78.0 1940
WITHIN SMSA'Se o o o ¢ o o o o ¢ ¢ s o 30 498 24 265 5 498 30 498 73% 29 763 24 265 S 498] 10040 244 79+6| 18,0
OUTSIDE SMSA'™S ¢ o o o o o o o o ¢ » o 9 350 6 807 2 070 9 350 473 8 877 6 807 2 070| 10040 5u1 72+8| 2241
INDIANAG « o o o o o o o 0 o ¢ o o ¢ o & 10 182 6 412 2 7117 9 493 1 053 8 440 5 748 2 692 10040 1144 60¢6| 2844
WITHIN SMSA'Se o o o ¢ 0 o o ¢ o o s » 6 26% 3 899 1 737 5 824 629 5 194 3 471 1 723! 1000 10.8 5946 25,6
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o o o o » ¢ o o ¢ » o o 3 917 2 513 979 3 669 424 3 24 2 277 969 | 100.0 11.5 6241 2644
TOWA « o o o 5 5 o o s s ¢ a ¢ 0 s 8 o 6 347 4 793 850 6 228 704 5 521 4 688 833 100.0 11.3 78¢5 1344
WITHIN SMSA'Se ¢ o » o o o ¢ o o o o o 1 814 1 38¢ 223 1 769 205 1 564 1 342 222| 10040 1146 75:9| 1245
OUTSIDE SMSA'S. e o« o o o o o o o ¢ s o 4 534 3 408 627 4 use 498 3 987 3 3ue 611] 10040 112 7801|1347

Cee footnates at end of tuble.
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Table 3. Assessed Value of Property Subject to Local General Property Taxation Within and

Outside of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, by Class of Property, by Regions

and States: 1966--Continued

(Amounts in millions of dollars)

Gross assessed values

Assessed value subject to tax, after

Percent of assessed value

{before exemptions) deduction of exemptions subject to tax
Total Locally assessed Locally assessed propert State- | Locally assessed
Area includh‘m property State. Y perly as- property
State- ) Total assessed Tolat || sessed
assesse fopert prop- Per-
ploperly Real Personal property Total Real Personal erly Real so:;I
STATES==CONT INUED

KANSAS I EEEEEEEE) 4 983 2 873 111 4 953 910 4 o443 2 873 117 100.0 18.4 58.0 3.6
WITHIN SMSA'Ss ¢ o o ¢ o o & 1 379 a8y 304 1379 193 1 187 [-1-3] 304 10040 14.0 64e0 2240
OUTSIDE SMSA'S ¢ o o o ¢ o o 3 574 1 990 867 3 874 77 2 887 1 990 867 10040 2041 5547 rET
KENTUCKY o ¢ o o 2 o ¢ o ¢ » o 16 320 11 814 1 899 16 320 2 609 13 714 11 811 1 899 10040 160 TRel 116
WITHIN SMSA!Se o o ¢ o o o o 6 982 5 330 832 6 982 821 6 16} 5 330 832 100.0 11.8 T6e3 1149
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o o o o ¢ o o 9 338 6 u82 1 067 9 338 1 78¢% 7 549 6 482 1 067 10040 {9.2 6944 114
LOUISIANAG. ¢ o s o o o o ¢ ¢ s o 4 709 2 314 1 449 3 727 o0y 2 782 1 334 1 449 10040 253 35.8 38,9
WITHIN SMSA'Se o o o ¢ ¢ o » 3 018 1 658 874 2 367 488 1 882 1 008 87y 10040 20,8 4246 36.9
OUTSIDE SMSA'S ¢ o o o o o o 1 691 656 578 1 360 459 900 325 578 100.0 33.8 239 4243
MAXNE‘ I EEEEEEEEEE 3 08a 2 479 511 3 o048 S7 2 95} 2 4uo S11 100.0 3e2 800 16.8
WITHIN SMSA'Se ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o o 966 781 185 957 - 957 772 188 100.0 - 8046 194
OUTSIDE SMSA'S ¢ o o o ¢ o o 2 121 1 698 326 2 091 97 1 994 1 668 326 10040 4,7 798 18,6
MARYLAND ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o 5o o ¢ o o 12 978 10 091 181 12 $7% 2 704 10 27¢ 10 091 101 100.0 20.8 778 lelt
WITHIN SMSA'Se ¢ o o o ¢ o o & 11 069 8 716 109 11 069 2 243 8 82s 8 716 109 10040 20.3 787 1.0
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o 1 907 1 374 72 1 907 463 1 446 1374 72 100.0 4.2 7201 3.8
MASSACHUSETTSe o o o o o ¢ o » 14 979 13 817 959 14 501 203 14 298 13 338 959 10040 18 9240 66
WITHIN SMSA'Se ¢ o o o o o o 12 406 11 453 784 12 021! 169 11 8% 11 068 784 10040 1.4 92.1 6.9
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o o o o o o o 2 573 2 364 175 2 480 34 2 uUué 2 270 1941 10040 1.4 91.5% 7.1
MICHIGAN ¢ o o o o . ) 20 4ss 15 724 4 764 20 488 - 20 489 1% 724 4 764 10040 - 767 233
WITHIN SMSA'Se o N . e 16 434 12 338 3 849 16 434 - 16 434 12 535 3 849 | 1000 - 76.6 23.4
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o . Y 4 054 3 139 915 4 054 - 4 054 3 139 915 100.0 - 774 2246
MINNESOTAs ¢ o s ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o 2 517 2 000 308 2 517 209 2 3c8 2 000 308 10040 8,3 795 12.2
WITHIN SMSA'Se ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o o 1 419 1 13 147 1 439 2 1277 1130 147 10040 1040 796 1004
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o ¢ o 2 o s o & 1 09A 870 161 1 098 67 1 034 870 161 100.0 6ol 79«2 14,7
MISSISSIPPIe ¢ ¢ ¢ o 6 o ¢ o o o 2 007 1 063 506 1 528 437 1 090 S84 506 10040 28,6 38.2 33.1
WITHIN SMSA'Se o o s o o o o 315 183 75 229 57 172 97 75 10040 25.0 4202 32.8
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o o ¢ o o o o 1 692 88y 431 1 299 380 919 LY:1:) 43 10040 29.3 375 33,2
MISSOURI o o o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ 9 S48 6 65 2 049 9 548 1 035 8 512 6 U6s 2 048 10040 10.8 677 2144
WITHIN SMSA'Se o ¢ 0 o o o 6 360 4 562 1 368 6 36u 430 5 930 4 862 1 368 10040 6,8 T1e7 218
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o o o ¢ ¢ o o o 3 188 1 903 680 3 188 605 2 583 1 903 680 1000 19,0 597 21,3
MONTANAe ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ 6 ¢ o o o o 824 409 238 824 178 647 409 238 100.0 216 4946 28,8
WITHIN SMSA'Se o o ¢ o o o » 159 oy 51 159 15 14y o4 51 100.0 94 58.8 31.8
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o o ¢ o o o « 66% 316 187 663 163 503 AT 187 100.0 24,4 47.4 28,1
NEBRASKA 4 « o v o o o o o o & 4 333 3 160 1 081 4 333 93 4 240 3 60 1 08} 1000 22 T2e9 2449
WITHIN SMSA'Se ¢ o o ¢ o o o 1 408 1 090 308 1 408 13} 1 394 1 090 308 1000 0.8 T77:6 2147
OUTSIDE SMSA'S ¢ s ¢ o ¢ o o 2 929 2 070 776 2 929 82 2 846 2 070 77¢ 100.0 2.8 7007 2645
NEVADAa s 0 9 o 0 0 s 00 s @& 1 631 1 213 166 1 477 252 1 228 1 07% 150 10040 171 7248 10,2
WITHIN SMSA'Se o o o o ¢ ¢ o 1 23 999 108 1 094 127 967 872 95 10040 1146 7947 8,47
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o .. o 397 214 58 383 12% 258 203 55 10040 32.7 53.0 4.3
NEW HAMPSHIREs o o o o ¢ o ¢ o 2 43 2 254 177 2 384 - 2 384 2 208 175 10040 - 9246 Tl
WITHIN SMSA'Se o ¢ o o ¢ o o 332 307 25 323 - 323 298 25 100.0 - 9243 77
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o ¢ o s o o o 2 098 1 47 152 2 06! - 2 06) 1 910 150 100.0 - 9247 T3
NEW JERSEY o o o o o o o ¢ o o 28 u31 26 767 1 557 28 429 107 28 322 26 766 1 557 100.0 Ol el 5,58
WITHIN SMSA'Se » o o o ¢ o o 21 198 19 896 1 204 2% 197 99 21 098 19 894 1 204 100.0 0.5 93.9 Se7
OUTSIDE SMSA'S s ¢ o o ¢ s o 7 23% 6 871 353 7 233 8 7 224 6 871 353 10040 Osd 9%.0 4e9
NEW MEXTCO‘. * e o 5 0 0 9 o 0 1 594 789 172 1 d440 633 807 635 172 10040 44,0 4401 11.9
WITHIN SMSA'Ss o o o ¢ » o o 312 208 31 275 73 202 170 N 100.0 2648 6240 | 11,5
OUTSIDE SMSA'S ¢ o o o o o o 1 281 581 140 1 166 561 605 465 140 100.0 48,41 3949 12,0

NEW YORK ¢ o ¢ o o s o v o o o 53 633 81 469 - 51 16} 2 164 48 997 48 997 - 100.0 He2 95.8 -

WITHIN SMSA?Se o s o o o o o 48 993 46 98s - ué 7214 2 007 44 714 44 718 - 100.0 4.3 98,7 -

OUTSIDE SMSA'S 4 o o ¢ ¢ o o 4 640 4 483 - 4 440 157 4 283 4 283 - 10040 3.8 965 -
NORTH CAROLINA o s 4 o o ¢ o & 13 621 9 325 3 828 13 621 468 13 183 9 325 3 828 100.0 34 685 [ 28,1
WITHIN SMSA'Se o o o o o o o 6 o4y 4 148 1 706 6 041 187 5 883 4 148 1 706 10040 3ad 6847 28,2
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o o o o o o o 7 %80 5 178 2 122 7 880 280 7 300 5 178 2 122 10040 3.7 68¢3 2840
NORTH DAKOTA o s o ¢ o o ¢ ¢ » 693 472 140 693 a1 612 472 140 100.0 11.8 68,1 20,2
WITHIN SMSA'Se o o o o o o o 73 LD 14 73 9 64 50 14 10040 12.8 68¢3 18,9
OUTSIDE SMSA'S ¢ o o o o & o 620 422 126 620 72 548 422 126 10040 11.6 68,0 2043
OHIO o ¢ o« ¢ o ¢ o 2 s o o o o 33 936 231 582 556 33 936 11 798 22 138 2) %82 556 10040 34,8 6346 146
WITHIN SMSA'Se o o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o 26 677 17 472 434 26 677 8 772 17 906 17 472 434 100.0 32,9 65+5 1e6
OQUTSIDE SMSA'S ¢ o o o ¢ o ¢ 7 258 4 110 122 7 2%8 3 026 4 232 4 110 122 100.0 4147 56¢6 1.7
OKLAHOMA ¢ o o @ o o ¢ o o ¢ o 3 608 2 209 682 3 049 716 2 332 1737 598 10040 23,5 7.0 19,8
WITHIN SMSA'Se ¢ ¢ o o s o o 1 748 11758 308 1 U4e9 265 1 203 1 7] 263 10040 18,1 6440 179
OUTSIDE SMSA'S 4 ¢ o s o o & 1 860 1 034 378 1 580 451 1129 796 333 1000 28,6 5044 21.0
OREGON ¢ o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o o ¢ 3 534 2 66) 457 3 4sy 41s 3 039 2 605 434 10040 1240 T34 1246
WITHIN SMSA?'Se o s o o o o o 1 957 1 51¢ 256 1 908 185 1 723 1 480 243 100.0 97 775 12.8
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o o o o o o o 1 577 1 147 201 1 548 229 1 316 1128 191 100.0 14,8 7248 \ 12,3

See footnotec ot end of table.
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Table 3. Assessed Value of Property Subject to Local General Property Taxation Within and
Outside of Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas, by Class of Property, by Regions
and States: 1966--Continued

(Amounts in millions of dollars)

Gross assessed values Assessed value subject to tax, after Percent of assessed value
(before exemptions) deduction of exemptions subject to tax
Total, Locally assessed Locally assessed property State- Locally assessed
Area including property States oy property
State- Total assessed Total [l sessed Per
assessed Real | Personal property | Total Real Personal prope | Real | gt
property erty on
STATES==CONTINUED

PENNSYLVANIA o v o o o 0 0 0 ¢ 6 ¢ o o . 17 336 17 336 - 17 336 - 17 336 17 336 - 100.0 - 100.0 -
WITHIN SMSA'Ss ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o s 0 o o & . 14 860 14 860 - 14 860 - 14 860 14 860 - 100.0 - 10040 -
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 o o o . 2 U7 2 476 - 2 476 - 2 476 2 476 - 100.0 - 100.0 -
RHODE ISLAND o o o o ¢ 0 0 o ¢ v o o o . 3 253 2 31y TU42 3187 - 3 157 2 43¢ 723 1000 - T7e4 2249
WITHIN SMSA'Ss o o o o ¢ o o v o o o . 2 8% 2 229 669 2 812 - 2 812 2 163 649 1000 - T6e9| 2341
OUTSIDE SMSA'S ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ 0 o . . 358 282 haS 348 - 3us 273 T 10040 - 791 2049
SOUTH CAROLINA o o ¢ o o ¢ 6 0 0 0 o o . 1 037 416 157 1 037 4e4 573 416 157 10040 44,8 4001 15.1
WITHT! SMSA'Se o ¢ s 0 ¢ ¢ 0 o ¢ » o . 4ou 179 61 404 164 240 179 61 10040 40,6 Qielh 15.1
OQUTSIDE SMSA'S o o s o ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o . 632 23 9 632 300 332 237 96 10040 474 37ed 151
SOUTH DAKOTA ¢ o o ¢ o 0 ¢ ¢ 0 4 s o o . 2 393 1 678 577 2 393 139 2 2%y 1 678 577 10040 5,8 700} 24el
WITHIN SMSA'Ss o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ o o o © 252 179 42 282 N 22) 179 42 10040 12,2 Tle2 1646
OUTSIDE SMSA'S ¢ » o ¢ ¢ 0 2 ¢ ¢ o o . 2 148 1 498 838 2 14y 108 2 033 1 498 535 100.0 5.0 700 2540
TENNESSEEs ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 0 ¢ o . 4 942 3 893 403 4 942 646 4 296 3 893 403 10040 13.1 7848 841
WITHIN SMSA'Se o o o o 4 o o ¢ ¢ o o . 3 409 2 839 307 3 409 263 3 146 2 839 307 100.0 7.7 83.3 9.0
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ » s ¢ o o . 1 532 1 054 96 1 832 383 1 149 1 054 96 100.0 25,0 687 643
TEXASe o o ¢ o o ¢ o 0 0 06 0 3 0 ¢ ¢ ¢ . 16 1346 12 33 3 893 16 366 3 16 223 12 330 3 393 100.0 0.9 753 2348
WITHIN SMSA'Se o ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o & . 10 240 7 806 2 393 10 240 41 10 199 7 806 2 393 10040 Oult T6e2 234
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o o o« o o o ¢ 0 ¢ o o . 6 126 4 s24 1 So0 6 126 102 6 024 4 524 1 500 100.0 1.7 T38| 2us8
UTAH ¢ o o ¢ © ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ ¢ 0 0 5 06 0 8 & . 1 s41 804 258 1 541 479 1 061 804 258 100.0 31,1 522 167
WITHIN SMSA'Ss o o ¢ o o 0 ¢ o ¢ ¢ o . 1 08a 634 192 1 086 260 826 634 192 10040 2349 5844 177
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o o o o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o . . uss 170 66 488 220 23 170 66 10040 48,3 373 jUYY S
VERMONTs ¢« ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 2 2 ¢ ¢ 0 8 & . 640 561 79 640 - 640 561 79 1000 - 877 1243
VIRGINIA 4 ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ a0 0 % 0 ¢ ¢ o . 9 a3 7 264 1 518 9 834 1 038 8 799 7 284 1 815 1000 10,5 Thel 184
WITHIN SMSA®Se ¢ o o ¢ 0 0o ¢ 0 ¢ ¢ o . 7 008 L TY 978 7 008 589 6 416 5 44) 978 10040 844 777 13¢9
OQUTSIDE SMSA'S o ¢ o 0 5 o 0 ¢ ¢ o o » 2 829 1 843 540 2 829 Jué 2 383 1 843 540 10040 15,8 631 191
WASHINGTON o o o o ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o ¢ 0 o ¢ . 4 898 3 672 688} 4 873 348 4 529 3 672 as5s 100.0 Tel 753 176
WITHIN SMSA'Se o ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ s 0o o . 3 063 2 278 608 3 048 183 2 86} 2 278 586 10040 6,0 The? 193
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o o o 3 o o ¢ s o o o . 1 838 1397 276 1 830 162 1 668 1 397 271 100.0 8,8 763 14.8
WEST VIRGINIA REEEEEEREEEE . 4 918 2 510 1 522 4 918 883 4 032 2 510 1 522 100.0 18,0 Siel 3140
WITHIN SMSA'Se o ¢ ¢ 0 0 ¢ 0o s ¢ o o N 1 904 1 018 638 1 904 248 1 656 1 018 638 100.0 1340 535 335
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o ¢ o o 0 o o o o v . 3 011 1 492 884 3 011 634 2 3¢ 1 492 88y 10040 21,14 49.6| 29
WISCONSING ¢ o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o 06 5 0 0 0 s & . 15 123 12 72% 2 397 18 123 - 15 123 12 725 2 397 100.0 - -I'TYY 1549
WITHIN SMSAtSe ¢ o 2 0 2 ¢ ¢ ¢ 5 o » . 7 3 6 23% 1 142 7 317 - 7 3 6 238 1 142 100.0 - 848 15,8
OUTSIODE SMSA'S ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o 0 o o ¢ o . T 46 6 U9 1 258 T 46 - T 746 6 491 1 258 1000 - 83.8 1642
'Vo"lNGz I EEEEEEEEEEEE . 1178 391 199 1 168 584 5684 387 197 100.0 50,0 33.1 1648
Note: Because of rounding, detail may not add to totals. = Repreaents zero or rounds to zero, 1Exempt portion of personal property valuation included under exempt

portion of realty valuation; separate data not available.

2pistribution of taxeexempt amounts between real property and personal property estimated wholly or in part; see text,

L



TAXABLE REAL PROPERTY

Table 4. Gross Assessed Value of Locally Assessed Taxable Real Property, by Type,
(]
by Regions and States: 1966
{Millions of dollars)
Estimated distribution®
Residential (nonfarm) Commercial and industrial
Area Total Acreage Other and
Single-family and Vacant lots . unaltocable
Total houses only fams Total Commercial Industrial

UNITED STATES o o o o " e 393 193 236 a8 196 634 43 382 10 242 97 184 60 Odo 37 144 6 OUY

WITHIN STANDARD HETROFO ZTAN ,
STATISTICAL AREAS: » 287 %02 186 034 148 158 12 668 7 318 78 BO6 49 261 29 543 2 673

OUTSIOE STANDARD "ETROPOL‘T‘N
STATISTICAL AREASe o o ¢ o o 103 691 50 294 48 496 30 714 2 927 i8 378 10 7179 7 999 3 374
REGIONS
NORTHEAST: + o o o o o o o o s o s s 128 198 83 378 60 811 2 9 2 357 38 706 24 396 14 311 877
WITHIN SMSAYS o o o s e e 0 e 10% 612 68 529 46 909 1 469 1 92% 33 412 21 272 12 141 278
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o o ¢ o o o o o o 22 %85 14 849 13 902 1 516 632 S 294 3 124 2 170 299
NORTH CENTRAL: o « s s o o o o o ¢ o 108 983 61 837 35 960 19 466 2 %18 24 121 13 314 11 407 613
WITHIN SMSA'S ¢ o s o ¢ o ¢ o o o 73 733 47 u36 41 336 4 349 171713 19 794 10 508 9 286 381
OUTSIDE SMSA®S o ¢ o o 0 ¢ ¢ o o o 3% 222 14 40t 14 224 19 117 S40 4 927 2 80% 2 121 232
SOUTHe ¢ o o o e 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 e 102 9%8 59 320 84 033 19 077 3 316 21 337 14 317 6 al8 3 70%
WITHIN SMSA'S I T R T Y 6% 789 43 093 38 001 4 17 2 032 15 400 10 927 4 472 1 072
OUTSIDE SMSA'S ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ o o o 37 169 16 427 16 037 10 906 1 264 5 937 3 590 2 346 2 634
WEST & o o o L A N ) 83 082 31 893 26 248 5 8%8 2 084 12 420 7 813 4 608 1150
WITHIN SMSA'S [ ¢c o . 0. 42 367 26 976 21 912 2 683 1 %63 10 200 6 5% 3 646 [L2Y
OUTSIDE SMSA'™S o o 4 o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o » 10 711% 4 617 4 333 317 491 2 220 1 2% 962 209
STATES

ALABAMA. o o I I A N ) 2 303 130 1 258 399 39 545 327 218 ]
SMSA PORT!ON LI TN S N S TP 1 580 oo Uy 148 33 Hou 240 164 s
ALASKA o ¢ ¢ ¢ s 0 0 0000 0000 1 063 627 484 6s o4 304 262 42 S
ARJZONA¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ 6 o ¢ 0 ¢ 0 0 0 ¢ 1 432 992 92} 101 31 305 T4 131 2
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ 2 s o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o 1 181 882 814 43 34 217 147 " 1
ARKANSAS o ¢ o ¢ o o 0 0o 0 0 0 ¢ 0 ¢ 1 037 449 434 368 33 179 128 1% 28
SMSA PORTION o o o o ¢ 0 o ¢ 0 ¢ » 382 217 207 61 4 a7 62 25 2
CALIFORNIA ¢ o o o o 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 o 33 808 20 367 16 242 3 208 1 243 T 706 4 696 3 040 29.“
SMSA PORTION ¢ ¢ ¢ o s o o ¢ 0 o » 30 3%6 19 069 1% 008 2 04s 1 108 T 238 4 416 2 82l 2892
COLORADO ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ » o 0o 9 0 o ¢ ¢ & & 3 180 3 884 1 686 398 81 791 581 209 1)
SMSA PORTION o o o ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ o ¢ o o 2 170 i 810 1 323 61 40 S42 458 86 19
CONNECTICUTe o o o ¢ o o o o 9 o o ¢ 11 004 8 076 7 543 271 196 2 441 1 870 87 21
SMSA PORTION o o o o v o 0 & o ¢ o 9 104 6 633 6 144 199 163 2 072 1 3% 714 14
DELAWARE &+ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ 0 9 ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ 1 738 1 14} 1 03¢ 135 1% u23 249 174 7
SMSA PORTION ¢ o o 5 ¢ o ¢ o 5 o ¢ 1 338 937 8358 31 17 351 203 147 L
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA (ALL SMSA)s o+ o 3 028 1 805 1 048 - 160 U2 860 [ H 121
FLORIODA ¢ ¢ o ¢ © 0 6 006 06 06404 26 928 16 800 15 060 3 538 1 708 4 843 3 963 877 37
SMSA PORTION ¢ o o s ¢ o 6 0 o # o 18 200 12 144 10 893 1 367 73 3 654 3 052 eue 20
GEORGIAs o o o ¢ ¢ o 00 06 0 00 000 4 6%8 2 825 2 618 728 100 991 699 291 13
SMSA PORTION o o ¢ o o o ¢ ¢ ¢ s o 2 767 1 940 1 749 139 60 619 [ 1] 132 11
HAWAIT o ¢ o o o ¢ o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ 3 409 2 025 i 618 48 323 910 258 385 -
SMSA PORTION o o ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ 0 o » 2 866 1 800 1 408 57 204 803 484 318 -
IDAMOe o o o o 6 0 o o o 0 0 s 0 s o 527 183 154 182 k4 171 58 113 213
SMSA PORTION o o ¢ o ¢ 6 ¢ o o ¢ o 67 32 3 [} 1 28 12 16 (Z)
ILLINOIS o ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o 0 ¢ 0 0 ¢ 0 o 31 072 17 381 13 604 8 478 650 7 30% 3 478 3 830 2261
SMSA PORTION ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ 0 ¢ o ¢ o o 24 26% 15 228 11 474 1 638 366 6 703 3 192 3 sl 130
INDIANAG ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ 0 0 o 6 412 3 652 3 57 1 302 137 1 296 (1 1] 638 24
SMSA PORTION ¢ o ¢ ¢ o 6 o o ¢ ¢ & 3 899 2 430 2 323 417 06 94s 490 4ss 19
IOWA o o o 0 ¢ 6 0 0 0 0 ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 00 4 793 1 859 1 809 2 238 p-14 650 408 aus [}
SMSA PORTION ¢ ¢« ¢ ¢ o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o 1 386 a36 807 193 17 3 100 147 L]
KANSAS s o s ¢ s o o s o s o oaas 2 a73 1189 1149 1 288 30 343 249 96 ‘n
SMSA PORTION 2 o o 0 ¢ o ¢ o o o o 883 383 823 138 12 180 12 [1] 1
KENTUCKY o o o o ¢ 0 s 9 0 ¢ 0 4 0 o 11 811 6 437 6 212 3 227 43 1 9856 1373 58 47
SMSA PORTION o o o o ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ o 9 330 3 6% 3 us3 407 70 1109 759 429 10
LOUISIANAG o o o o s o o o o * s e 2 My 1 469 1 303 203 [ 1] 569 428 4] 10
SMSA PORTION o o o o o ¢ o o o o ¢ 1 658 1183 97 (3] 4 401 a4 77 7
MAINEe o ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 2 479 1 394 1 447 13 40 760 407 h13] a4
SMSA PORTION o o o 6 o o 0 o ¢ ¢ o 781 513 433 7 i1 W7 128 109 2
MARYLAND « o o ¢ o v ¢ o 0 0 ¢ 9 0 & 10 091 7 160 6 311 706 187 1 983 1 a7 708 82
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o ¢ s o o 8 716 6 397 S 81 38 119 1 40 1108 635 79
MASSACHUSETTSe o o o o o 0 0 o o o & 13 817 9 896 8 407 181 313 3 ol6 2 621 1 066 W
SMSA PORTION o ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o 0 4 o o 11 453 7 830 6 714 12% 228 3 236 2 304 933 3
MICHIGAN ¢ o o o o ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 ¢4 4 o 19 724 9 623 9 037 1 164 9519 4 276 2 138 2 138 142
SMSA PORTION o o o s o 0 ¢ o 0 ¢ & 12 383 7 803 7 224 667 419 3 999 1724 1873 101

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 4. Gross Assessed Value of Locally Assessed Taxable Real Property, by Type,
by Regions and States: 1966.-Continued

(Millions of dollars)

Estimated diskiibution®
Residential (nonfarm) Commercial and industrial
Area Total Aca'::” Vacant fols Other and
Single-family A | al unallocable
Total houses only farms Total Commercial ndustri
STATEL==CONTINUED

MINNESOTAs ¢ o o o o o 0 0 o ¢ 0 0 00 0 2 000 [ ].1) 833 534 24 587 357 200 3
SMSA PORTION ¢ o ¢ ¢ o 5 o 0 0 0 060 s s 1130 L1 597 30 20 433 269 164 1
MISSISSIPPIs o o ¢ o o 0 ¢ 0 0 ¢ 6 0 06 ¢ ¢ 1 063 483 476 383 24 170 118 1) 3
SMSA PORTION o @ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o s o 0 0 ¢ ¢ 183 118 114 10 [ 46 40 [} 3
MISSOURI o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o 0 @ ¢ o 5 0 0 0 0 ¢ 6 465 3 744 3 369 1 110 10% 1 523 987 336 12
SMEA PORTION o ¢ ¢ o o o 2 0o 0 0 ¢ 0 o ¢ 4 %62 3 015 2 677 184 76 1 310 (1] 487 [ ]
MONTANA® o o o o ¢ o o 0 0 0 0 2 0 00 ¢ ¢ 409 170 158 139 H] % 57 37 1
SMSA PORTION 4 o ¢ o o ¢ o 0 0 06 0 0 0 o L1} 53 48 L] 2 3 17 14 {2)
NEBRASKA o ¢« o ¢ ¢ o o ¢ 0 0 ¢ 0 0 00 0 ¢ 3 160 1 202 1 130 1 567 3 3ue 204 (1] 10
SMSA PORTION o ¢ o ¢ 0 9 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 1 080 37 678 80 23 240 199 [} 9
NEVADA ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ 0 0 0 0 9 0 4 060 00 1213 662 550 106 60 374 290 (13 I
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ s o o » ¢ 0 0 0 4 o ¢ 999 614 503 48 L1 276 257 19 1
NEW HAMPSHIREs o ¢ ¢ o 0 ¢ ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ 2 254 1 569 1 459 56 36 566 342 224 27
SMSA PORITION ¢ » ¢ o o 0 0 0 ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ ¢ ¢ 307 218 209 3 8 "4 66 10 1
NEW JERSTY o v o v o ¢ 6 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ 26 767 19 014 17 204 699 679 6 382 3 899 2 453 22
SMSA PORTION o v ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o 0 0 0 0 o @ 19 896 14 110 12 565 374 384 S 037 3 012 2 025 18
NEW MEXICO o 5 o o ¢ s s 0 o ¢ 0 0 60 00 789 4oy 473 138 (1] 128 100 21 1
SMSA PORTION o o s o ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ 0 0 0 o ¢ 208 155 151 7 15 b33 2% [} -
NEW YORK o o o ¢ % o 6 ¢ 8 ¢ 2 0 ¢ 0 0 ¢ 9 91 469 30 o74 12 866 871 957 19 293 12 086 7 207 275
SMSA PORTION o o o o 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 s 0 46 98% 27 199 10 914 335 890 17 833 11 326 6 507 129
NORTH CAROLINA « ) . "o 08 a e 9 32% 4 842 4 643 1 726 ais 2 U9l 1 306 1 185 23
5MSA PORTION o o v o ¢ 6 0 ¢ 0 5 00 0 o 4 148 2 397 2 aue 488 115 1138 725 433 10
NORTH DAKOTA o ¢ o o o ¢ 0 ¢ 0 0 ¢ 0 0 o s 472 119 116 297 6 49 46 3 (2)
SMSA PORTION o ¢ o s o ¢ 0 ¢ 0 0 s 0 o s S0 24 22 14 i 11 10 1 -
OHIO o o ¢ o o o ¢ ¢ 5 0 0 ¢ s 0 0 0 0 ¢ 9 21 582 13 997 13 074 2 100 SH0 4 838 2 681 2 157 107
SMSA PORTION o o o o o 0 0 ¢ 5 6 0 ¢ o0 17 472 11 902 10 993 86l Q49 4 163 2 424 1739 98
OKLAHOMA o ¢ o o o ¢ 0 ¢ % ¢ % 0 0 0 0 ¢ o 2 209 1 288 1 249 563 37 319 244 76 2
SMSA PORTION ¢ ¢ ¢ s o 5 ¢ o o ¢ o 0 0 1173 ass a19 [1] 16 7 187 30 2
OREGON o o« o ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ o 7 0 0 ¢ 8 0 0 0 @ 2 663 1 409 1 320 586 46 608 353 256 11
SMSA PORTION o ¢ o o ¢ 9 o ¢ o RO 1 516 M3 ae69 177 26 362 87 115 ]
PENNSYLVANIA ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o 2 ¢ o 0 0 0 0 ¢ o 17 336 11 391 10 276 757 253 4 792 3 029 1763 a“5
SMSA PORTION ¢ ¢ o o LI I T . 14 860 9 839 8 768 #02 218 4 343 2 768 1 578 61
RHODE ISLAND o ¢ » ¢ o o o o s 2 ¢ 0 o o o 2 511 1 767 1 337 34 65 624 336 288 21
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ o o 0 ¢ o o 0 0 0 o o 2 229 1 %67 1 161 20 83 568 303 26% 19
SOUTH CAROLINA o ¢ o o ¢ o o s 0 0 9 o o ¢ 416 17 172 68 7 162 7 124 1
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ & ® 0o 0 0 v e . 179 96 93 15 3 64 20 44 1
SOUTH DAKOTA o ¢ ¢ o o 0 0 ¢ o ¢ % 0 0 s @ 1 678 4s4 4ie 1 029 19 174 150 24 2
SMSA PORTION o o ¢ o ¢ o 0o o 0 6 ¢ 8 o @ 179 93 90 39 L) 42 34 8 2)
TENNESSEEe o o ¢ ¢ o o 0 ¢ o ¢ 0 0 ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 3 893 2 3% 2 175 477 91 963 635 326 13
SMSA PORTION o o v o s 0 o ¢ o 0 0 ¢ s & 2 839 1 908 1735 120 60 TH3 538 205 ]
TEXASe o o ¢ o ¢ o o 0 0 ¢ 0 ¢ 0 9 0 0 s 0 12 330 4 791 4 302 1 5%9 230 2 58y 1 303 1 286 * 160
SMSA PORTION » o o ¢ ¢ & o o o e s 0 0 7 806 4 126 3 846 ses 189 2 154 117 1 o2} 2710
UTAH o o o o o o ¢ 0 o ¢ 0 0 006 0 09 00 804 507 482 ” 19 153 119 34 248
SMSA PORTION ¢ ¢ o o o o o ¢ 0 o 2 s o & 634 456 430 32 16 128 107 22 2
VERMONTe o ¢ o o o o ¢ 0 ¢ ¢ o 0 0 0 v o o 561 298 274 52 17 192 108 [ 1} 2
VIRGINIA o « o o o ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 0 0 0 6 069 0o 7 284 4 759 4 154 634 192 1 623 1 262 362 76
SMSA PORTION ¢ ¢ ¢ s ¢ ¢ o s ¢ o ¢ 0 o » S 44l 3 735 3 157 225 140 1 272 996 276 69
WASHINGTON ¢ ¢ s 2 ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o 0 5 0 0 ¢ 3 672 2 098 1 949 612 132 813 519 294 16
SMSA PORTION o o o ¢ o 5 o o 0 s o ¢ 0 & 2275 1 462 1 330 194 (1] 544 LY 187 9
WESY VIRGINIAG ¢ ¢ ¢ s ¢ 0 6 ¢ 0 ¢ 2 ¢ ¢ o 2 510 1 429 1 8¢ 365 -2 591 308 202 B I
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o " 0 . 1 018 616 592 69 24 299 154 144 10
WISCONSING o o o o o 4 6 ¢ 0 0 5 ¢ 5 0 o ¢ 12 72% 7 763 7 458 1 362 216 3 2% 1 as3 1 476 29
SMSA PORTION o o o ¢ o o o o ¢ s 0 0 s o 6 23% 4 169 J 928 118 105 183 1013 820 12
WYOMINGs o o o o 0 ¢ ¢ 0 8 0 060 8 00 ¢ b L2 218 211 104 5 70 49 20 {2)

Note: BDecause of rounding, detaill may not add to totals. - Represents zero or rounds to sero. 2% Less than $0.5 million. 1These data are estimates subject

to sampling variation. Estimates for items of small magnitude in relation to State totals are likely to involve relatively high variation and should be interpreted with partice
ular cauticn. The residual difference between the total of "Realdentinl (nonfarm)" property and "Single-family houses only" cannot be taken as a valid memsure of other resi-
dentinl properties., Similerly, the residual difference between statewlide and SMSA-portion amounts for a particular class of property s unlikely to represent \cxcept for
acrenge and farms) a cluse estimate of such property for the non-SMSA portion of the State. 2Consiste mainly of separately assessed mineral rights.
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Table 5. Percent Distributior of the Gross Assessed Value of Locally Assessed Taxable Real
Property, by Type, by Regions and States: 1966

Residential (nonfarm) Commercial and industrial
Acreage
hiea Tota Single-family 'and Vacant lots ugglhlzlc:&de
ams by
Total houses only votal Commercial Industrial
UNITED STATES o .. T 10040 60s1 5%0.0 110 2:6 28,7 1843 9.4 1.3
WITHIN ST‘NDARD H!TRO'OL!TAN

STATISTICAL AREAS. T 1000 64,7 51.% 4.4 2.5 27.4 17,1 10,3 0,9

OUTSIDE ST‘NDARO "ITROPOL!T‘N
STATISTICAL AREASs o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o 100,0 41,6 48,9 29,1 2.8 17.4 10,2 7e2 3.2

REGIONS
NORTHEAST: & o o ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o 8 o o o o 100.0 6340 47.4 23 240 3042 1900 1.2 08
WITHIN SMSA'S o o o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 0 0 ¢ 0 o 100.0 64,9 44,4 1.0 1.8 31.6 20.1 11.% 0¢3
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o o o ¢ o o ¢ 0 0 0 0 ¢ ¢ 100.0 63,7 61.6 6.7 2.8 23.4 13.8 9,6 1.3
NORTH CENTRALS » ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ o ¢ s s o o o 100.0 86,8 81,0 17.9 261 22.7 12.2 10,3 046
WITHIN SMSA'S o ¢ ¢ ¢ 2 o ¢ 2 0 0 0 o ¢ 100:0 [1 78] 86¢} 349 24 26,8 14,3 12,6 0,5
QUTSIDE SMSA'S ¢ o s o 0 o ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ 0 ¢ 100.0 40,9 40,4 #2.9 1.5 14,0 8.0 6.0 0,7
SOUTH: o ¢ s o o 0 6 ¢ ¢ 0 6 0 060600 08 100.0 87.8 525 1446 3.2 2047 14l 6¢6 3.6
WITHIN SMSA'S ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o o 0 o 0 0 ¢ o 10040 05,5 878 63 30 234 1646 6.8 16
OQUTSIDE SMSA'S o ¢ 4 ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ 0 5 0 o 10040 4442 4341 29,3 3ol 1640 9?7 6o Ted
WEST o s o 0. 0 6 06 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 00 900 1000 59,9 49,4 11.0 3¢9 2.4 147 8,7 242
WITHIN SMSA'S o o o 0 ¢ o 0 0 ¢ 0 0 o o 10040 637 5147 6.3 37 2441 15,8 846 262
OUTSIDE SMSA'S o ¢ s 0 ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 0 0 ¢ o 100.0 43.1 40,4 29.6 4.6 20,7 11.7 9.0 2,0
STATES

ALABAMAG o o o o ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0 06 ¢ 00 00 100.0 $7.0 Sieb 173 107 237 1442 9e5 0.3
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ o o 0 o o 0 0 0 9 0 o 100.0 6249 59.8 92 20l 256 1562 1044 03
ALASKA ¢ ¢ s o o o ¢ 0 ¢ 0 0 06005 09 04 100.0 5849 455 6ol 640 2840 2406 3.9 Ol
ARIZONA® ¢ o ¢ o ¢ ¢ s o 0 0 ¢ 0 0 06 0 0 & 100,0 684 63.5 649 3e¢6 21.0 1240 [T [ I}
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ v o 0 0 ¢ o 10040 T4e8 6940 3.8 269 184 124 6¢0 Oed
ARKANSAS ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ 006 0 0 0 00 00 00 100.,0 4248 4140 348 3e2 1609 124} 4e9 12,6
SMSA PORTION o ¢ o o ¢ o o ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ ¢ o 10040 5649 Sdel 15:.9 3.7 229 164 6¢5 046
CALIFORNIA o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o v 0 0 s 2 5 0 0 0 & 100.0 60.8 485 (1Y 3 3.7 23.0 140 9,0 12,9
SMSA PORTION o o o ¢ o o o 5 0 0 0 0 0 o 100.,0 6248 494 66 3.7 2349 146 93 2.9
COLORADO o o ¢ o o o o ¢ 0 ¢ 0 0 0 5 0 0 ¢ 10040 592 53,0 125 1e6 249 1843 68 3.8
SMSA PORTION o o ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 2 2 0 ¢ 0 0 o o 10000 695 609 248 1.8 2540 210 4e0 0.9
CONNECTICUTe o o ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ & 10040 T34 60.5 245 1.8 2242 143 79 0.2
SMSA PORTION o o o o ¢ 2 ¢ o 0 0 0 0 ¢ ¢ 10040 73.1 67.% 2.2 1,8 22.8 14,9 7.8 0,2
DELAWARE o o o ¢ o ¢ 5 o 5 ¢ 0o 0 ¢ 0 4 8 o 10040 6546 5946 T8 240 2443 1443 1040 Oeli
SMSA PORTION ¢ ¢ o o ¢ 0 ¢ 6 0 0 0 ¢ 0 o 10040 699 623 23 1.3 2642 182 1.0 03
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA {ALL SMSA)e o ¢ o o o 10040 59:6 46 - 543 3141 20844 27 4e0
FLORIDA o o ¢ o o ¢ 0 s 0 ¢ 06 6 0 950 ¢ o 1000 6244 559 13e1 G6el 18.0 147 3.3 [ I¥}
SMSA PORTION o ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ 2 ¢ 0 6 0 ¢ & 100.,0 6647 58+2 k41 53 203 1648 3,8 Oel
GEORGIAe o o o o ¢ o s 0 0 6 0 0 0 08 s 10040 6046 8642 1546 242 2143 1540 603 0.3
SMSA PORTION o o o o 06 0 ¢ ¢ 0o ¢ o 0 ¢ o 100.0 70e1 6342 540 2e2 22:4 176 47 0.4
HAWAIL o o o o o ¢ 0 0 6. 0 0 0 00 60 04 10040 595 323 ] 4e3 9.5 2647 1603 1044 -
SMSA PORTION o ¢ o o 0 o ¢ o 0 0 ¢ 2 ¢ o 10040 6249 494} 240 Tel 2840 1649 114} -
IDAHO® o ¢ ¢ ¢ o ® o o 0o 6 ¢ 0o 0 0 0 0 o & 10040 290} 2846 6 Lol 32.5 1140 218 2.5
SMSA PORTION ¢ o ¢ 6 o ¢ o ¢ o o 0 0 o ¢ 1000 46¢9 4645 9l 240 Hie8 177 2401 0s3
ILLINOIS o o o o o o s s 5 0 ¢ 6 0 0 0 0 10040 55.9 43.8 176 2, 23.8 112 123 0.6
SMSA PORTION o o ¢ o ¢ s ¢ s 0 0 6 0 ¢ o 10040 6247 Ure3 6e8 203 2746 13.2 145 0¢85
INDIANAG o o o o ¢ ¢ 0 0 ¢ ¢ o ¢ 0 0 0 0 ¢ 100+0 5740 849 2003 2l 2042 103 1040 1Y)
SMSA PORTION o ¢ o o o o ¢ o 0 8 s 0 ¢ o 10040 623 59.6 107 262 243 1246 157 0+8
IOWA o o o 0 o ¢ 0 0 000 0 0 0 0690 ¢ 100.0 38.8 377 467 0.8 1346 8ol Sel 0e2
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ s o o 8 o o 2 8 6 o & 10040 803 56,2 139 1e2 24.2 136 1046 Ol
KANSAS o o o o o ¢ 2 ¢ 0 0 0 0 8 0 00 0 100.0 414 4040 4448 10 1240 8.7 3.3 0.7
SMSA PORTION o ¢ o o o ¢ o 0 6 0 6 ¢ ¢ & 1000 627 59.3 1546 13 204 127 77 [ T}
KENTUCKY ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o 0 0 ¢ 0 9 06 9 0 8 o 100.0 545 5246 273 1e2 1646 116 49 Ol
SMSA PORTION ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ o ¢ 0 0 4 ¢ o 1000 6846 648 76 L¢3 2243 1402 [ T} 0¢2
LOUISIANAC ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o o o 0 0 ¢ 8 ¢ 0 ¢ o 10040 635 56¢3 8.7 2.8 2406 185 60l 0¢85
SMSA PORTION ¢ ¢ o o s 0 ¢ o 0 0 0 0 0 o 1000 695 604 246 33 242 49.5 Yo7 [ 1Y)
MAINEs ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 0 ¢ ¢ 0 05 00 00 10040 6lie3 58¢4 24 16 3047 1644 1442 1.0
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ o s o ¢ v ¢ ¢ 0 0 ¢ o 1000 65.7 55,8 049 Lelb 3146 177 1440 0+3
MARYLAND o ¢ o o o 0 ¢ 0o 6 0 00 06 06 s & 10040 T10 6248 70 1e6 197 1247 740 0.8
SMSA PORTION o ¢ o o ¢ 0 6 s o 0 0 0 ¢ o 100.0 T34 0349 [TY) led 2040 1247 73 0.9
MASSACHUSETTSs o ¢ o o o ¢ o o o 6 0 v ¢ ¢ 10040 69,5 609 13 243 2647 19.0 77 0e3
SMSA PORTION ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o 2 s 0 0 0 ¢ 0 ¢ 1000 68.4 58,6 1.1 2,0 28,3 20,1 8.1 0.3
MICHIGAN ¢ o ¢ o ¢« 9 e e e s 0 0 e 0 e 100.0 61.2 5746 Tl 343 2743 1346 1346 049
SMSA PORTION o« ¢ ¢ o 0 ¢ 0 o o ¢ 0 0 ¢ o 10049 6240 574 Se3 33 20.6 137 149 049

See footnotes at end of table,
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Table 5. Percent Distribution of the Gross Assessed Value of Locaily Assessed Taxabie Real
Property, by Type, by Regions and States: 1966--Continued

Residential (nonfarm)

Commercial and industrial

Acreage
Area Total Singlesfanily 'Md Vacant lots ug'a':r(:c'a%‘lie
ams
Total houses only Total Commercial Industrial
STATES==CONTINUED
MINNESOTAe o ¢ ¢ o ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ . 1000 U4e2 413 2647 1.2 279 179 10.0 (2)
SHMSA PORTION o o o o o ¢ o o 0 o . 10040 57.2 8249 206 18 384 23.8 1448 Ol
MISSISSIPPIe ¢ o o o 0 0 0 0 0 s s D 1000 485 W47 3640 23 160 1le} 48 0e3
SMSA PORTION o o o s o 0 ¢ o o o . 1000 643 6244 L 1Y) 33 2%.2 218 3ol leli
MISSOURE o ¢ o ¢ ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ . 100+0 378 52.1 172 1¢6 236 1943 8¢3 0.2
SMSA PORTION o o ¢ 9o 0o 0 ¢ 0 ¢ o . 10040 66¢) 3847 b ) 17 2847 1Y 1% 4 1040 |- 1%}
MONTANAe ¢ o ¢ o o 0 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ o . 10040 $1e7 3847 LI TYY 12 229 1400 9.0 Ol
SMSA PORTION o o ¢ o ¢ 0 ¢ o s ¢ . 10000 562 812 8e6 1e7 33.3 18.2 15.2 Ol
NEBRASKA o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ 6 0 0 8 0 . 1000 38} 358 49.6 140 11.0 9.0 240 0ed
SMSA PORTION ¢ o 2 0 ¢ o 0o o o o . 1000 077 622 Ted 2l 2241 183 3.8 08
NEVADA o ¢ s » o o o5 0 08 0 e . 10040 S4e6 US4 8.8 (13 3048 23¢9 69 0¢9
SMSA PORTION o o o ¢ o 0 6 ¢ o o . 100.0 614 504 LY ) Sed 2Te6 2%.7 149 1ol
NEW HAMPSHIRE: o o o s o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o . 10040 65 047 25 16 251 152 9.9 1.2
SMSA PORTION o o « () ) . 1000 710 682 1e} 27 248 215 33 0e3
NEW JERSEY o o o o s o 0 0 0 0 o D 100+0 7140 6l 206 2.8 2347 1406 9.2 0sd
SMSA PORTION o o o ¢ o 5 o o o o . 10040 T0e® 032 1e9 1.8 2543 184 10.2 Oed
NEW MEXICO « o o ¢ o s 0 0 ¢ 0 ¢ o . 10040 613 6040 1701 60l 193 1247 246 0.2
SMSA PORTION ¢ ¢ ¢ o 0 ¢ ¢ 2 o o . 100.0 T4ed T2¢6 33 T.2 1449 1214 2.8 -
NEW YORK o ¢ o o 6 o ¢ ¢ 0 0 ¢ s o . 10040 5844 25+0 1e7 19 378 233 1440 0+8
SMSA PORTION o o o s o o s o o ¢ . 10040 59.1 2343 047 19 38,0 EITYY 1349 0e3
NORTH CAROLINA « o o o 0 ¢ 0 ¢ ¢ o . 10000 3149 49.8 188 2+6 2607 1440 1247 0.3
SMSA PORTION ¢ o ¢ o o o o ", . 1000 578 She2 1148 208 274 178 10,0 03
NORTH DAKOTA ¢ ¢ o o ¢ ® o s o o o . 1000 2543 27 6249 1.2 1045 9.8 07 Ol
SMSA PORTION o o o o s 5 0 0 ¢ o . 10040 475 435 20.8 22 218 19+2 243 -
OHIO o o o ¢ 2 o ¢ ¢ 6 0 0 6 0 0 o . 1000 6449 60e6 9.7 25 2244 124 1040 0e5
SHSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ s ¢ o ¢ 0 ¢ o . 100.0 68} 6249 &9 246 23.8 1349 1040 0e6
OKLAHOMA o o o ¢ o ¢ 0 o s ¢ ¢ o o . 100+,0 5843 5646 258 17 145 1140 Jelt Ol
SMSA PORTION o o ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o o o . 1000 T2.8 69.7 T3 13 1845 1640 2.6 Oel
OREGON o & ¢ ¢ o o o 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 o . 10040 8340 496 2240 17 22.9 1343 96 Oeld
SMSA PORTION o o s ¢ o 0 0 o o o . 10040 6243 573 117 17 2349 163 Te6 [JY}
PENNSYLVANIA ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ 0 0 0 ¢ ¢ D 10040 6547 8943 (1) 13 2746 173 1042 0.8
SMSA PORTION o o ¢ o 0 ¢ o o 0 o . 10040 0642 3940 247 18 29.2 186 1046 Ol
RHODE ICLAND o o o ¢ 0 o 0 ¢ o o o . 100.0 TOsl 3343 1e4 26 249 134 145 0.8
SMSA PORTION o o o o v 0 0 0 . 10040 70.3 82.1 0.9 24 29,9 13.6 11.9 0.9
SOUTH CAROLINA ¢ » ¢ o s ¢ o o o o . 1000 427 415 1644 1.7 38,9 9.0 2949 - 7% ]
SMSA PORTION ¢ o ¢ o o o o . 1000 83.8 5240 [ 11} 1.8 35.6 112 aui 048
SOUTH DAKOTA o o o ¢ ¢ o o [ . 10040 27} 2646 614 Lol 1044 849 lebh Qed
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ 0 ¢ o o . 10040 819 803 2848 340 232 1049 43 [ 7%
TENNESSEEs o ¢ o ¢ o o v 6 0 ¢ s o . 10040 60+4 859 1243 23 247 1643 [ 1% 003
SMSA PORTION ¢ o o o o 0 o ¢ o o . 10040 67.2 61l 4e2 208 2642 18.9 T2 0e3
TEXASe ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o 06 0 0 0 2 . 100.0 389 368 1267 19 2100 1006 1044 128,
SMSA PORTION « o o ¢ ¢ 0 o ¢ o o . 100.0 5249 49,3 T8 2ol 28,1 15.0 134 19,1
UTAH o o o ¢ o o » st 8 00 0 e . 10040 63414 59.9 L) 23 1940 148 4e3 1640
SMSA PORTION ¢ o ¢ o ¢ 9o o o o ¢ . 1000 T1+9 678 8.1 2435 2042 1648 3ol 0e3
VERMONTe o ¢ o o ¢ ¢ 0 0 8 0 0 0 & . 100.0 5341 08.8 93 3.0 342 18.8 1544 (11}
VIRGINIA o » o o o R . 100+0 65,3 57.0 8.7 26 2243 173 8.0 1.0
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ o o o 0 o o o . 100.0 687 300 [TYY 206 23.% 18e3 8.1 13
WASHINGTON ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o o ¢ . 10040 571 83.4 1607 3¢6 2242 1401 vl 048
SMSA PORTION + RN . 10040 [ 1T} ] 38,8 85 2.9 23,9 170 649 Oold
WEST VIRGINIAe o » ¢ o s 6 0 ¢ o o . 1000 3569 95,2 1446 240 238 1243 113 13,0
SMSA PORTION ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o ¢ o . 100.0 605 58.2 67 204 294 1842 42 1.0
WISCONSING & o o ¢ o o v . 10040 |, 61.0 58,6 107 17 2644 PLYY | 11406 0e2
SMSA PORTION o o ¢ o o 0 o o o o . 10040 6649 63,0 149 1e7 294 XY ] 13,2 02
UYOMINGe o o o o ¢ 0o ¢ 2 9 ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ ) 10040 3840 33.9 a3.7 1ol 17.8 1311 8.2 Oul

Note:

These data
and should be interprcted with partioular caution,

are estimates subject to sampling variation,

Because of rounding, detail may not add to totals.
lconsiste mainly of separately assessed mineral righta.

= Represents zero or rounds to zero.

Estimates for items of small magnitude in relation to State totals are 1likely to involve relatively high variation

2 Lesa than 0.05 percent.
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Table 6. Number of Locally Assessed Taxable Real Properties, by Type, by Regions
and States: 1966

Residential (nonfarm) Commercial and industrial
Acreage 0
ther and
Area Total and Vacant lots
’ Single-family fams unalfocable
Totat houses only Total Cominercial Industrial
UNITED STATES 4 o ¢ ¢ o o o o [TH 832 000 ({2 329 000 (40 436 000 |14 0B% 000 i“ 2%0 000 2 487 000 (| 2 112 000 376 000 1 679 000
WITHIN STANDARD HETRO’OLITAN

STATISTICAL AREAS o o o |38 249 000 {j26 738 000 | 2% 031 000 2 6%% 000 7 089 000 1 4%4 000 1 227 000 228 000 313 000

OUTSIOE STANDARD ":TROPOLITAN
STATISTICAL AREASs o ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ o |36 583 000 [[15 501 000 | 15 405 000 |11 430 000 | 7 161 000 1 033 000 88% 000 148 000 1 366 000

REGIONS
NORTHEAST, o o ¢ o o o o & o o 0 & o ¢ o o (14 015 000|( 9 902 000 | 9 Oui 000 994 Q00 | 2 326 000 714 000 605 000 109 000 78 000
WITHIN SMSA®S o o o o o o o 0 0 o s ¢ o 8099 000 € 193 000 | 5 400 00O 267 000 1 211 000 44% 000 377 000 68 000 23 000
OUTSIDE SMSA'S ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o ¢ 6 0 ¢ ¢ c o 59185 000|| 3 749 000 3 640 000 727 000 1 11% 000 269 000 228 000 40 000 %% 000
NORYH CENTRAL: +» ¢« « o o « s 0 8 s 8 0 o |23 053000 1L2 293 000 |11 886 000 6 116 000 4 279 000 709 000' 593 000 117 000 1%4 000
WITHIN SMSA'S o o 4 o o o o o o o o o o |31 316 000)] 7 726 000 | 7 343 000 853 000 | 2 324 000 384 000 31% 000 70 000 30 000
OQUTSIDE SMSA'S o ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ s s o ¢ ¢ & |12 237 Q00 4 %67 000 | 4 %43 000 % 263 000 1 955 000 325 000 278 000 47 000 124 004
SOUTH. o o S o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 s |25 29 00022 832 00012 636 000 S 328 000! % 180 0CO 657 000 379 000 78 000 1 297 000
WITHIN SMSAOS L ¢ 0 o o e 0 ¢ (10931 000[| 7 234 000 | 7 089 000 968 000 | 2 201 000 326 000 290 000 37 000 18% 000
QUTSIDE SMSA'S o o ¢ o o o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o |14 363 000 5 %81 000 5 547 000 4 360 000 2 979 00O 331 000 289 000! 41 000 1 112 000
WEST o o o o ® o o 0 0 4 0 0 8 00 009 (11970000] 7 302 000 6 873 000 1 647 000 | 2 465 000 407 000 33% 000 72 000 130 000
WITHIN SNSA'S e . . ¢ e o ¢| 7903 000| 3 609 000 | % 199 000 867 000 ( 1 353 000 299 000 246 000 83 000 74 000
OUTSIDE SMSA'S ¢ o o o ¢ o s o ¢ o ¢ o o | 4 067 000 1 693 000 1 674 000 1 080 COO 1 112 000 108 000 89 000 19 000 76 000
STATES

ALABAMAs o ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ o 0 0 0 0 00 60 8 o 1 199 000 648 000 642 000 364 000 134 000 46 000 43 000 2 000 7?7 000
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o 6 0 0 0 ¢ o 800 000 385 000 381 000 99 000 93 000 18 000 17 000 1 000 4 000
ALASKA o o ¢ o 0 ¢ 5 o 60 0 06060000 77 000 32 000 30 000 8 000 33 000 3 000 3 200 2) (2)
ARIZONAe o ¢ ¢ ¢ » 0 9 ¢ 0 6 0 0 0 00 0 0 643 000 339 000 335 000 64 000 233 000 7 000 7 000 1 000 (2)
SMSA PORTION o o ¢ s o 0 0 0 0 6 00 ¢ 422 000 275 000 272 000 36 000 106 000 $ 000 3 000 2} (2)
ARKANSAS o o o o ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 04 1 443 000 335 000 333 000 369 000 429 000 31 000 29 000 2 000 178 000
SMSA PORTION o o o ¢ ¢« ¢ 0 o ¢ 0 0 0 o o 238 000 120 000 120 000 67 000 56 000 6 000 S 000 1 000 7 000
CALIFORNIA o o o ¢ o o o ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 0 0 ¢ 0 o S 968 Q00| 4 140 000 3 768 000 482 000 1 009 000 249 000 204 000 48 000 :35 000
SMSA PORTION o o o o o o 0 ¢ ¢ 6 0 0 0 o 5 126 000 3 742 000 | 3 377 000 297 000 795 000 228 000 183 000 43 000 6% 000
COLORANO o ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o o 0 ¢ 0 0 06 00 0 779 000 466 000 447 000 98 000 141 000 26 000 22 000 4 000 147 000
SMSA PORTION o ¢ o s ¢ 0 o s ¢ 5 ¢ 0 ¢ o #36 000 319 000 304 000 22 000 75 000 1% 000 14 000 1 000 5 000
CONNECTICUTe o ¢ ¢ o o o 0 o 6 6 0 ¢ 4 0 @ 838 000 644 000 631 000 32 000 127 000 34 000 30 000 4 000 1 000
SMSA PORTION ¢ ¢ ¢« 4 0 5 o ¢ v 0 0 ¢ 0 & 211 000 174 000 159 000 4 000 2% 000 11 000 10 000 t 000 -
DELAWARE o ¢ o o ¢ o o ¢ 0 s 0 0 0 04 00 17% 000 119 000 116 000 17 000 } 29 000 8 000 7 000 1 000 '3 000
SMSA PORTION ¢ o ¢ ¢ s v ¢ ¢ s ¢ ¢ 0 o & 108 000 84 000 81 000 2 000 4 000 5 000 $ 000 1 000 {2)
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA (ALL SMSA)s o & o« o » 146 000 120 000 109 000 - 20 000 6 000 S 000 (Z) (2}
FLORIDA 4 o o o ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ ¢ 5 ¢ 06 0 060 0 » 2 913 000 1 523 000 1 475 000 307 000 1 004 000 77 000 68 000 9% 000 3 000
SMSA PORTION o o 2 s ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 2 5 0 0 ¢ o 1 498 00 995 000 954 000 81 000 367 000 51 000 45 000 6 000 1 000
GEORGIAe o o o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o 0 0 0 ¢ 0 6 4 9 o 1 318 000 813 000 793 000 269 000 183 000 52 000 46 000 7 000 1 000
SMSA PORTION o ¢ o s ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 6 0 0 ¢ o 559 00 411 000 396 000 #2 000 a4 000 22 000 20 000 2 000 (Z)
HAWAIL o o o ¢ o ¢ 6 o 5 0 0 o 0 ¢ 04 0o 216 000 102 000 94 000 & 000 102 000 8 000 S 000 2 000 -
SMSA PORTION o o ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ ¢ 0 06 0 o 98 000 79 000 72 000 1 000 12 000 S5 000 3 000 2 000 -
IDAHOs o o o ¢ ¢ © 0 4 ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 00 00 295 000 133 000 133 000 109 000 38 000 13 000 11 000 1 000 12 000
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ o o o 5 o 0 0 0 8 v o 39 000 26 000 26 000 4 000 7 000 2 000 2 000 (2) (2)
ILLINOIS o ¢ o o ¢ 5 o 0 0 ¢ 006 ¢ 00 ¢ 3 806 000 2 170 000 1 962 000 714 000 724 000 109 000 80 000 29 000 g9 000
SMSA PORTION o o ¢ ¢ o o 0 o o 0 0 0 ¢ o 2 459 000 1 690 000 1 482 000 146 000 527 000 88 000 65 000 23 000 9 000
INOIANAG ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o 0 ¢ 0 o ¢ 06 0006 0o 2 287 000 1 212 000 i 199 o000 477 000 540 000 $6 000 42 000 13 000 2 000
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ 6 o ¢ 0 00 ¢ o 1 168 000 736 000 729 000 142 000 280 000 28 000 23 000 S 000 1 000
IOWA o o o 0 o 0 ¢ 6 009 0 06000609 00 1 727 000 643 000 637 000 846 000 184 000 52 000 47 000 4 000 3 000
SMSA PORTION o © o o o ¢ o o 0o ¢ s ¢ 0 » 389 000 2434 000 238 000 70 000 65 000 13 000 i2 000 2 000 1 000
KANSAS o o ¢ o o o ¢ o 0 0 0 0 0 004 00 1 389 000 591 000 586 000 509 000 236 000 26 000 23 000 3 000 126 000
SMSA PORTION o ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ o 0 0 06 0 o 339 000 224 000 22¢ 000 52 000 55 000 8 000 7 000 1 000 (2
KENTUCKY o o o o ¢ ¢ 0 0 0 0 o 0o 4 0 0 ¢ o 1 030 000 667 000 661 000 226 000 98 000 37 000 35 000 3 000 1 000
SMSA PORTION o © ¢ o o ¢ ¢ s 0 0 0 0 o o 340 000 275 000 269 000 20 000 32 000 i3 000 11 000 1 000 (2}
LOUISIANAG o o ¢ ¢ o 6o s ¢ ¢ 0 5 5 00 o s 1 073 000 681 000 649 000 149 000 207 000 35 000 32 000 3 000 2 000
SMSA PORTION o o ¢ o o 0 ¢ ¢ 0 5 6 0 0 ¢ 586 000 385 000 355 000 29 000 153 000 18 000 17 000 1 000 1 000
MAINEe o o o ¢ o ® o 0 0 0 0 ¢ 0 0 04 0 453 000 277 000 268 000 78 000 76 000 20 000 4 000 6 000 3 000
SMSA PORTION ¢ o ¢ ¢ o 0 ¢ o 0 0 0 0 ¢ o 66 000 46 000 41 000 1 900 i5 000, 4 000 3 000 1 000 | (Z)
MARYLAND o« o o o ¢ ¢ s 6 » o ¢ 0 0 060 02 1 066 000 766 000 759 000 78 000 178 000 44 000 38 000 6 000 3 000
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ o o ¢ ¢ o 0 0 0 0 o o 820 000 633 000 626 000 28 00C 122 000 34 000 30 000 4 000 2 000
MASSACHUSETTSe o ¢ o o o 5 o o » o 0 o o & 1 900 000 1 326 000 1 226 000 84 000 391 000 93 000 82 900 11 000 5 000
SMSA PORTION o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o 06 0 0 0 ¢ o 302 000 236 000 170 000 1 000 44 000 21 000 19 000 2 000 | 1 000
MICHIGAN o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o 0o ¢ o ¢ 0 0 060 0o 3 386 000(f 2 110 000 { 2 010 000 %3 000 597 000 130 000 107 000 23 000 13 000
SMSA PORTION o o s o ¢ ¢ 6 ¢ 0 0 0.0 0 o 1 700 000 1 278 000 1 186 000 36 000 308 000 72 000 %8 000 14 000 6 000

fee foutnntes at end of toble,



38

TAXABLE PROPERTY VALUES

Table 6. Number of Locally Assessed Taxable Real Properties, by Type, by Regions

and States: 1966 --Continued

Residential (nonfarm)

Commercial and industrial

Acreage
Area Total and Vacant lots Om: :'b‘t’e
Total Single-family farms Total Commercial Industriat natioc
houses only
STATES=-=CONTINUED
MINNESOTA: o o o o o o te s e 1 354 000 704 000 697 000 412 000 173 000 64 000 86 000 9 000 (2)
SMSA PORTION ¢ o o o C e s e e 669 000 432 000 426 000 73 000 129 000 34 oco 27 000 7 000 (2)
MISSISSIPPIe o o o o o t v e s e 812 000 331 000 350 000 328 000 115 000 17 000 16 000 1 000 (2
SMSA PORTION o o o o e v e s e a8 000 S4 000 $3 000 14 000 i8 000 2 000 2 000 2) 2
MISSOURT o o o o o o & e s e 0 1 826 000 987 000 967 000 812 000 a7e 000 47 000 39 000 7 000 3 000
SMSA PORTION o o o o v e e e 878 000 652 000 632 000 87 000 139 600 27 000 23 000 4 000 1 000
MONTANA® o ¢ ¢ o o o o t e s s e 351 000 144 000 140 000 182 000 39 200 14 000 10 000 4 000 3 000
SMSA PORTION + o o o s e e s e 62 000 36 000 35 000 10 000 13 000 3 000 2 000 2) {2)
NEBRASKA o o » o 5 o o t s e e 707 000 328 000 328 000 271 000 92 000 16 000 14 000 2 000 1 000
SMSA PORTION « o o « s e s 209 000 147 000 145 000 13 000 43 000 s 000 5 000 (2) 1 000
NEVADA « o ¢ ¢ o o o o v e s e 180 000 94 000 86 000 30 000 50 000 9 000 7 000 2 000 1 000
SMSA PORTION o o ¢ o N 128 000 75 000 70 000 14 000 31 000 s 000 4 000 (2) 1 000
NEW HAMPSHIREs o o o o s e e e 432 000 261 000 256 000 84 000 67 000 14 000 13 000 1 000 é 000
SMSA PORTION o o o o v . 37 000 26 000 2% 000 2 000 9 200 1 000 1 000 2} 13
NEW JERSEY o o o o o v e . 1 999 000 || 1 436 000| 1 402 000 53 000 390 000 119 000 104 000 18 000 (2
SHSA BORTION o o o o v e s e e 1 320 000 || 1 010 000 981 000 30 000 188 000 92 000 79 000 13 000 (2}
NEW MEXICO o o o » o o v e e s 376 000 203 000 202 000 46 000 118 000 8 000 8 000 t2) 1 000
SMSA PORTION ¢ » o o v e e e 124 000 70 000 70 000 12 000 40 000 1 000 1 000 tz) t2)
NEW YORK o o o o o o o s v e e e 4 076 000 || 2 960 000| 2 29% 000 341 000 626 000 240 000 195 000 46 000 8 000
SMSA PORTION o o & o t e s e 3 073 000 {| 2 298 000 1t 77% o000 110 000 492 000 169 000 136 000 32 000 S 000
NORTH CAROLINA o o o o v e e e e 1 899 000 || 1 094 co0{ 1 077 00O 368 000 361 000 75 000 65 000 9 000 1 000
SMSA FORTION o o o o ve s e 648 000 419 000 410 000 84 000 121 000 24 000 21 000 3 000 (2)
NORTH DAKOTA o o » o o c e e 459 000 98 000 98 000 263 000 83 000 12 000 12 000 1 000 (2
SMSA PORTION ¢ o 2 & t s e s s 24 000 12 000 12 000 7 000 4 000 1 000 1 000 (2} -
OHIO o o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o s e e e 3 940 000 || 2 377 000 2 340 ovo 438 000 996 000 95 000 80 000 15 000 17 000
SMSA PORTION o o & o v v e s e 2 748 000 || 1 842 000| 1 806 000 170 000 653 000 73 000 63 000 10 000 11 000
OKLAHOMA o ¢ o o o o o c e e s e 1 588 000 704 000 702 000 340 000 501 000 19 000 17 000 2 000 1 000
SMSA PORTION o o o o e s e s e 826 000 32 000 341 000 85 000 120 000 9 000 8 000 1 000 t2)
OREGON o o o o s s o o e v e e 835 000 481 000 475 000 183 000 142 000 25 000 21 000 4 000 4 000
SHSA PORTION o » o o s e e e 436 000 296 000 292 000 60 000 65 000 13 000 11 000 2 000 2 000
PENNSYLVANIA o o o o o S e e v e 3 822 000 || 2 794 c00| 2 710 00O 282 000 527 000 169 000 148 000 21 000 151 000
SMSA PORTION o o o o C e e e 2 835 000 || 2 198 000 2 119 000 114 000 372 000 136 000 120 000 16 000 15 000
RHODE ISLAND s o + o o e v e s s 307 000 199 000 153 000 10 000 81 000 14 000 11 000 3 000 3 000
SMSA PORTION o o o o s e s e 288 000 169 000 126 000 & 000 66 000 11 000 8 000 3 000 2 000
SOUTH CAROLINA o » o & Co v o 774 000 481 000 479 000 140 000 136 000 16 000 13 000 3 000 2 000
SMSA PORTION « o o o te e 311 000 204 000 203 000 36 000 63 000 7 000 6 000 1 000 2
SOUTH DAKOTA o o o o & t v e e e 525 000 143 000 142 000 509 000 s8 000 14 000 13 000 1 000 1 000
SMSA PORTION « o o o s e e e e 34 000 21 000 21 000 8 000 6 000 2 000 2 000 (2) (2)
TENNESSEEe ¢ o o o o o "o s e e 1 313 000 752 000 739 000 342 000 190 000 27 000 24 000 3 000 1 000
SMSA PORTION &« o o o v e e e e s44 000 421 000 408 000 33 000 75 000 14 000 13 000 1 000 1 000
TEXASs o o o o ¢ o 0 o v e e e e 5 987 000 || 2 %04 000 2 489 000 1 263 000 | 1 013 000 112 000 92 000 20 000 | %1 088 000
SMSA PORTION « o o o te s e 2 988 000 || 1 776 000 1 762 000 311 000 647 000 71 000 60 000 11 900 384 000
UTAH o o o o 5 o o s o “ v . 384 000 224 000 222 000 82 000 64 000 11 000 10 000 (2) 13 000
SMSA PORTION « « o o v e e e 240 000 172 000 170 000 21 000 41 000 6 000 6 000 (2} (2)
VERMONT« o o o o o o & c e e e 188 000 104 000 100 000 30 000 41 000 11 000 9 000 2 000 1 000
VIRGINIA o o o o s o « v e e e e 1 682 000 862 000 8538 000 334 000 441 000 37 000 34 000 4 000 7 000
SMSA PORTION o o & o t s e s e 737 000 496 000 490 000 37 000 181 UOO 21 000 19 000 2 000 2 000
WASHNINGTON o o o » o o fe s e 1 760 000 872 000 863 000 369 000 486 000 30 000 27 000 3 000 3 000
SMSA PORTION o o o o st e s e e 794 000 520 000 S14 000 90 000 167 000 16 000 14 000 2 000 1 000
WEST VIRGINIAv o o o o "o e s e 902 000 4§31 000 408 000 233 000 138 000 19 000 17 000 3 000 101 000
SMSA PORTION « s o v e e e e 214 00G 132 000 131 000 30 000 35 000 6 000 S 000 1 000 11 000
WISCONSING o s o o o v e e s e 2 146 000 929 000 923 000 810 000 318 000 88 000 79 000 9 000 (2
SMSA PORTION o « o & vee e 680 000 451 000 446 000 8l 000 115 000 34 000 30 000 4 000 (2}
HYOMINGs o o o o o s & t e e s 108 000 77 000 76 000 18 000 10 000 3 000 3 000 (2 2

Note: Thege datu are estimates subject to sempling variation,

and should be interpreted with particular caution.
erty and "Single-family houses only" cannot be taken as a valid measure of other residential properties,
amounts for s particular class of property is unlikely to represent (except for acreage and farms) a close

= Represents zero or rounds to zero,

Z Less than 500 propertiec,

Because of rounding, detail may not add to totals.

1consists mainly of geparately assessed mineral rights.

Estimates for items of small magnitude in relation to State totals are likely to involve relatively high variation
The residual difference between the iotal of "Residential (nonfarm)" prop-
Similarly, the residual difference between statewide and SMSA-portion
estimate of such property for the non-SMSA porticn of the State.
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Table 7. Percent Distribution of Locally Assessed Taxable Real Properties, by Type,
(]
by Regions and States: 1966
Residential (nonfarm) Commercial and industrial
Acreage
Area Total and Vacant lots Other and
Total s,:gﬁ;:s'm‘: faims Total Commercial Industrial | Unaliocable
UNITED STATES o ¢ o ¢ o o s ¢ o & 10040 36,6 84,0 18.8 19,0 3.3 248 045 2,2
WITHIN STANDARD METROPOLITAN
STATISTICAL AREASs o ¢ » ¢ o 10G«0 69,9 69,4 69 18,% 3.8 Je2 046 0.8
OUTSIDE STANDARD METROPOLITAN
STATISTICAL AREASs o o s o o 10040 42,6 42,1 3.2 19,6 2.8 P 0ok 3.7
REGIONS
NGRTHEAST: o« o o o o ¢ o 5 o ¢ s o o 1000 7047 [ 17% ] Ted 1646 Sel §e3 (1Y) 046
WITHIN SNSA'S o o o o "o e e e 10040 T6+0 6647 33 18.0 58 4e7 0.8 0.3
OUTSIOE SMSA'S ¢ s s o 0 2 o 4 o o 10040 63el 618 1243 1849 oS 349 047 0.9
NORYH CENTRAL, . . ¢ e e . . 10040 52.2 50,5 26,0 18,2 3.0 25 0e5 0.7
WITHIN SMSA'S ¢ ¢ o o 0 o ¢ 4 o 10040 68,3 64,9 75 20,9 b Y 28 0,6 0,3
QUTSIDE SMSA'S & ¢ ¢ v ¢ o o 5 & o 100+0 37.3 37.1 43, 16.0 2.7 203 Ot 1.0
SOUTHs o o o o o o e 0 [y 1000 807 S0.0 211 20,9 246 2¢) 043 Sel
WITHIN SMSA'S o s 0o 0 s v s e 1000 66+3 649 849 20 340 267 043 17
QUTSIDE SMSA'S o o« s 0. 1000 3849 38,6 30,4 20,7 23 2.0 03 7.7
WEST o ¢ ¢ ¢ o 6 0 ¢ 0 0 0 ¢ ¢ ¢ 000 10000 61,0 57.4 13.8 20,6 3ol 28 0.6 1.3
WITHIN SMSA'S « o . ° 10040 71,0 69,8 Te2 178 3e8 3ol 0.7 - T3 )
QUTSIDE SMSA'S o RN 1000 41.6 41.2 26,6 27.3 2.7 242 0.5 1.9
STATES
ALAEAMAe o ¢ 2 o ¢ ¢ 0 o 0 8 ¢ 0 ¢ @ 10040 Sde) 53.6 30¢4 110} 3.8 346 [+ 1% ] 046
SMSA PORTION o o ¢ o ¢ 0 o o o ¢ o 1000 [ LT} 634 1645 1545 3.1 249 0ud 0.7
ALASKA » o o o o 0 0 0 00 0 0 0 4 0 10040 4108 380 1047 435 37 345 0.2 Ot
ARIZONAG o ¢ o ¢ 6 0 6 0 0 0 % 0 0 o 10040 5247 5242 99 3642 Lol 1.0 Ol (2)
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ s ¢ 0 s o 0 o o 1000 6340 [ 1T 85 284 13 1e2 Ol (2}
ARKANSAS o« ¢ o »n o ¢ o 0 5 5 ¢ o o 0 10040 2302 234 39,8 290 24} 2:0 [T} 18,4
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o & 10040 471 4649 2643 2148 23 240 0e3 246
CAL.FORNIA ¢ v o o o ¢ 0 ¢ o " . 1000 694 6342 [ 1} 1649 442 34 0.8 :lo“
SM3A PORTION o o o s ¢ 5 0 o 0 ¢ o 10040 730 6549 S8 185 4ol 346 0e9 1.3
COLORADD o ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ s ¢ o & . 1000 59,8 574 1246 1801 Jolb 2.8 0.5 1641
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ o v 0 ¢ ¢ 0 4 o 1000 7341 691 8.0 173 Y8 3.3 0e2 1e2
CONNECTICUTe o o ¢ o 0 ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o 100.0 T6¢9 T5e2 3¢9 1521 Uel 3e6 05 O}
SMSA PORTION o s o ¢ o o ¢ o & o o 100.0 810 753 18 119 5.3 46 0+6 -
DELAWARE +» o o o o o o o ¢ " e e 10040 6843 6646 97 167 4e5 3.7 0.8 0.8
SMSA PORTION o ¢ o o o ¢ o o ¢ o o 10040 8041 T7e4 1eb 13.1 5.2 L) 08 2)
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA (ALL SMSAl, 4 o 100.0 8241 TS - 1348 b 1Y 347 Ol 0e3
FLORIDA o ¢ ¢ 9o o ¢ 05 0 0 ¢ s & » 10000 5243 30+6 105 345 206 2:3 0ed [ T¥3
SMSA PORTION R 10000 6646 63.8 Seld 2446 Jolk 3.0 (1Y) Oed
GEORGIAe ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ 05 0 0 0 0 o 10040 6147 6042 2004 13:9 440 3.5 03 Oel
SMSA PORTION o o o o ¢ 0 o ¢ o ¢ o 10040 7348 7049 75 181 3.9 36 03 0ol
MAWAII o o ¢ ¢ o 0 o 0 0 0 0 & " . 10040 4648 4303 2.8 46.8 3e6 28 1ol -
SMSA PORTION s o ¢ o ¢ o o o 0 o o 10040 80¢5 7301 1ol 1246 S5¢5 3e8 240 -
IDAHO. o o 8 2 o ¢ o s 0 0 0 0 0 s s 10040 4842 4se2 3649 1248 443 39 04 ‘0.8
SMSA PORTION o ¢ o ¢ s o 0 0 0 & o 10040 668 668 114 177 4e2 440 0o 0¢3
ILLINOIS o ¢ o o o o s o 5 0 ¢ 0 ¢ 0 1000 8740 818 18.8 19:0 249 241 0.8 12,3
SMSA PORTION o o ¢ o v ¢ 0 o s o » 10040 68.7 603 849 214 346 27 09 [ 1Y)
INDIANAG o« o o o o o v e . 100.0 53.0 8244 2049 23¢6 244 19 0+ Osd
SMSA PORTION , o e e 0 8 0 0 10040 6240 613 1240 2306 23 1e9 Osld 0.1
IOWA « o o ¢ o o 0o 0 0 00 0 ¢ 0 100.0 372 3649 49,0 107 349 27 03 Qe
SMSA PORYTION o o L R I A N Y 10040 6148 61e} 179 16e¢ 3l 3.0 05 0.2
KANSAS « ¢ o & . RN 1000 4246 4242 3647 1740 19 le7 Q¢2 1.9
SMSA PORTION o o &« DO . 10040 661 652 1543 1643 23 204 03 {2)
KENTUCKY o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ 0 0 6 0 ¢ 0 ¢ & 100.0 648 642 2240 95 346 3ol 03 -7}
SMSA PORTION o ¢ o o o 0 ¢ o 0 o ¢ 100.0 809 793 S8 95 3.8 3ol Qe Osl
LOUISIANAG o o o & o 3 6 ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o o 10040 63,5 60,5 13,9 19.3 33 3.0 03 Qo2
SMSA PORTION o ¢ o o o o o o .. 10040 6547 60+5 5.0 26.1 3.0 248 02 0.2
MAINEe o ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ 06 0 0 ¢ v o 0 0 100.0 610 59.2 172 16+8 4.3 3.0 1ol [« 1% 4
SMSA PORTION o ¢ o o o ¢ ¢ o o o o 10040 7046 63.3 0.9 2245 640 4e8 15 Qe
MARYLAND o o ¢ o o o 0 6 0 0 ¢ o ’ 10040 T1e9 Tie2 Te0 1607 [T} 36 05 0.3
SMSA PORTION ¢ o o o v » o ¢ o o o 10040 T7e2 Téold 34 1449 4e2 307 05 03
MASSACHUSETTSs o o o o ¢ o o " e e 100.0 698 645 Hek 2046 49 4e3 046 03
SMSA PORTION ¢ o ¢ o o o 0 o o o o 10040 7840 5603 0.2 145 740 63 0.7 0e3
MICHIGAN ¢ 2 o ¢ o ¢ 0 o 2 ¢ 0 0 ¢ » 100.0 62.3 59.4 15.8 17.6 3,8 3.2 0,7 [J)
SMSA PORTION o o ¢ s o 0 o o ¢ o o 1000 79,2 6%.8 241 18.1 4,2 Jeld 0.8 0.4

See footnotes at end of table.
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Table 7. Percent Distribution of Locally Assessed Taxable Real Properties, by Type,
by Regions and States: 1966--Continued

Residential (nonfarm) Commercial and industrial
Acreage
Area Total and vacant lots mtl'f; ar;S
Total Single-fanlly fams Total Commercial | Industial | o
houses only
STATES==CONTINUED
MINNESOTAe o ¢ ¢ o 6 o 0 6 0 0 0 ¢ 0 0 ¢ ¢ 1000 52.0 515 3048 1248 4.8 41 067, (2)
SMSA PORTION ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ 0 o 0 0 ¢ o 10040 645 6346 1142 1942 Sel 4.0 140 (2)
MISSISSIPPIe o o o ¢ o 0 ¢ 6 0 6 06 0 0 ¢ 0 10040 4343 4301 LI IY]) 1442 2e1 109 0¢2 (2)
SMSA PORTION o o ¢ o o o s s ¢ 0 0 0 0 o 1000 6140 6048 1640 2045 FL) 203 Ol Ol
MISSOURI o o o s v ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ 0 60 s ¢ 100.0 8440 83.0 28¢1 1502 246 202 [ ) 0.2
SMSA PORTION o ¢ s ¢ o o ¢ o 0 0 08 o o 100.0 T4e4 T2e2 63 1549 3.0 206 [ 1Y) 0ol
MONTANAe o o o ¢ ¢ o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 00 00 10000 4140 3949 432 1140 440 247 1e2 Ol
SMSA PORTION ¢ o ¢ ¢ o 6 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 o 10040 S8.4 862 16e2 2049 He8S 400 045 2)
NEBRASKA o ¢ ¢ ¢ o 2 0 o 0 0 0 0 9 08 0 @ 10040 H6e3 4549 383 130 23 240 043 Ot
SMSA PORTION ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ 0 2 0 ¢ ¢ &« 1000 7Ok 6944 640 2007 245 2¢3 0e2 Ot
NEVADA o ¢ ¢ o a ¢ 06 6 0 0 0 0 v ¢ 00 00 1000 3044 479 1646 276 5.0 37 102 05
SMSA PORTION o o o s ¢ o ¢ ¢ 0 6 o v 0 o 100+0 8946 5601 1.2 2449 3e7 3¢5 0.2 0.7
NEW HAMPSHIRES o o s o ¢ o o 0 ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ ¢ 100.0 6044 892 194 15¢5 303 30 0e2 1ok
SMSA PORTION o ¢ o o o ] . 10040 6843 6746 Yo 254 2.5 2.3 02 {2)
NEW JENSEY o o o ¢ o 0 8 0 0 ¢ 6 0 0 0 ¢ ¢ 100.0 TLe9 T0e2 247 195 60 5.2 0.8 {2)
SMSA PORTION ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ 0 o 4 0 0 0 6 ¢ o 100.0 T6e5 743 243 4.2 7.0 640 140 (2)
NEW MEXICO ¢ ¢ o o 2 0 ¢ o ¢ s ¢ ¢ 0 0 0 ¢ 100+0 5349 53.7 1243 313 202 2e1 0ol Ot}
SMSA PORTION ¢ o o o . st 0 0 8 00 10040 5645 86¢3 1040 324 1e2 1ol Ol (2)
NEW YORK ¢ o ¢ o © ¢ 6 ¢ 0 0 ¢ ¢ 0 8 0 9 o 100,40 70e2 563 8.4 1544 5.9 48 lel 0.2
SMSA PORTION ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o 0 v 6 0 9 0 o 10000 The8 579 306 16.0 5.5 Qold lel 02
NORTH CAROLINA ¢ ¢ o o o o o0 s s o e 10040 8746 5647 194 1940 3.9 3¢8 0.5 Oel
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ 5 0 0 0 0 ¢ o 1000 6de? 6342 13.0 1846 307 33 Oslt [-7%
NORTH DAKOTA o ¢ * o s ¢ o ¢ s 0 0 0 ¢ 0 ¢ 10000 214 213 57.8 182 247 246 Osl (2}
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o R 10040 S1.2 504 2840 177 3 249 0s2 -
OHIO o ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ o 6 v © ¢ ¢ 9 v 900 0 & 100.0 60¢3 9.4 116 25.3 24 240 Ol Ok
SMSA PORTION « o o o 0o ¢ ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 o o 10040 6740 657 642 238 247 2¢3 [[1Y} Ol
OKLAHOMA o ¢ % o ¢ o o o 0 ¢ 0 0 0 8 0 0 @ 100.0 45,0 449 217 3240 1e2 1l 0ol Ol
SMSA PORTION ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 10040 65.0 6448 104 2249 17 15 Osl Osl
OREGON ¢ ¢ ¢ o o ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 0 06 06 v o000 10040 875 5649 219 1740 3.} 246 048 05
SMSA PORTION o ¢ o o o ¢ 0 o 0 0 0 o o o 100,0 6749 6740 13.8 149 3.0 2¢8 0e6 Ol
PENNSYLVANIA o o o o o 6 ¢ ¢ s 0 0 0 0 ¢ o 00,0 731 T0e9 Tl 13.8 L YY) 349 0s6 1.3
SMSA PORTION o ¢ o o o o 0 0 0 0 0 0 o ¢ 100+0 775 7408 40 13e1 48 4¢3 0e6 0.5
RHONDE ISLAND o o o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o & oo 0 e 10000 649 49.8 L I3Y 2642 446 3¢5 lel 1e1
SMSA PORTION ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ 0 ¢ o 10040 6644 494 244 2640 4e3 362 1sd 1.0
SOUTH CAROLINA o o o o 6 ¢ 0 0 0 o 0 ¢ o o 10040 6201 6149 1840 1746 240 1e7 Oeld Qe3
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ v 6 6 0 0 ¢ 10040 63+6 65:3 117 2004 263 19 03 I3}
SOUTH DAKOTA o ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o ¢ ¢ 0 2.0 0 0 10040 272 271 58.8 11e} 247 28 0e2 0e2
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ 6 0 0 0 0 o o 10040 619 613 1449 1840 542 o6 0+6 (2)
TENNESSEEs ¢ o o ¢ o 0 0 ¢ ¢ 0 0 0 0 8 0 o 1000 87¢3| -~ 563 2641 145 241 1.8 Ose Oel
SMSA PORTION ¢ ¢ o o ¢ 5 0 ¢ 0 ¢ 0 0 ¢ ¢ 10040 T7e4 7504 6sl 13.8 240 244 0s2 Ol
TEXASe o o ¢ o o 0o ¢ 0 0 86 3 95 08 0 0 100.0 §1.8 416 21e2 170 1¢9 1.5 03 18,2
SMSA PORTION « ¢ o s ¢ ¢ ¢ s 5 0 ¢ o o ¢ 10040 60+0 596 10,5 2149 244 240 Oeld 18,2
UTAH o o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ 6 86 0 00 0 00 00 100+0 583 57.8 214 1648 2.8 2¢6 Oel 10,8
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ 2 o 0 ¢ 0 0 5 0 ¢ 0 10040 Tieb 7049 8.7 170 247 25 0.2 0-5
VERMONTe ¢ ¢ o o ¢ % o o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 8 ¢ o o 10040 85.5 831 1642 2240 640 5.0 140 03
VIRGINIA ¢ ¢ o o o o o ® 0 0 0 0 0 8 s 100.0 8143 5048 1949 2602 242 240 Oe Ol
SMSA PORTION o o o o ¢ ¢ o 0o 0 5 0 ¢ o o 10040 673 6646 Se0 246 2.9 206 03 03
WASHINGTON o o o ¢ o 2 ¢ o s 0 0 0 0 s o9 10040 495 U941 2140 2746 1e7 148 0e2 0e2
SMSA PORTION ¢ o o o o o o ¢ 0 ¢ 0 0 s @ 100.0 65¢5 647 1143 2140 240 1¢8 0s2 0.2
WEST VIRGINIAe o o s 4 o L) . . 10040 48+5 4542 25.8 1543 202 18 0e3 H1.2
SMSA PORTION o ¢ ¢ , o o o v o o 0 o 8 ¢ 10040 620 Gleld 1de2 1643 246 24 042 50
WISCONSINe ¢ ¢ ¢ o o 56 ¢ 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 o 100.0 43,23 43,0 37 14,8 4,1 3.7 0.4 (2)
SMSA PORTION ¢ o ¢ ¢ o 6 ¢ 6 0 0 6 0 s » 100.0 66,3 65,6 11.9 16.9 5.0 4.4 006 (2)
WYOMINGs o o o ¢ ¢ 6 0 ¢ 0 ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 86 ¢ 0 & 100.0 Tied 708 167 849 3.2 3.0 0:2 Qel

Note: Theae data are estimatesn subject to sampling variation. Estimates for items of omall mognitude in relution to State totals are likely to involve relatively high variae
‘ion and should be interpreted with particular caution, Because of rounding, detail may not add to totals, « Repregenta zero or rounds to zero, 2 Lless than 0,05
roent. 1consists mainly of geparately nssessed mineral rights.
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Table 8. Gross Assessed Value of all Locally Assessed Taxable Real Property and
of Ordinary Real Estate, by States: 1966

(Amounts in millions of dollars)

Locally assessed taxable real property excluded from
Crdinary real estate “ordinary real estate”
All Percent of gross : )
locally assessed value ofe- Relatively high value properties
State asses;led All
taxable All locally !
real Amount assessed s%’bol%%'t'%o Total Commercial e Other
property taxable local Total and hones
real general industrial th
o property taxation
UNITED STATES o« o & o o | 393 193 290 043 73.8 58, 1, 103 147 97 103 65 28% 31 8318 6 0us
ALABAMA ¢ ¢ s o o ¢ o o o s o 2 303 1 989 86,4 48,9 34 307 307 {Z) ]
ALASKA o o ¢ s ¢ ¢ 0 0 0 & s @ 1 065 820 77.0 63,1 245 240 i 69 5
ARIZONA & o s o ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o o 1 452 1033 7.1 4263 419 417 233 184 2
ARKANSAS ¢ o o ¢ o o o 0 o ¢ @ 1 057 937 88.6 5149 120 92 " 18 28
CALIFORNIA o s o o ¢ o ¢ o o o 33 %08 23 209 69.3 83,7 10 299 9 313 5 590 3 7128 284
COLORADOD o o o o o o o s o ¢ o 3 180 2 470 777 S8.4 710 652 508 147 %8
CONNECTICUT o o o o o o o o o 11 oo4 8 877 80,7 62.6 2 127 2 106 1 567 539 21
DELAWARE 4 o o o o ¢ 0o o s o o 1 738 1 196 68,8 68.8 842 %38 290 245 7
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA o . 3 028 1 606 53.0 U5.4 1 422 1 304 810 (13 121
FLORIDA o o ¢ ¢ o o o o[ 26 928 22 487 83,9 72,0 4 441 4 404 2 523 1 882 37
GEORGIA & o s o o o o . 4 638 3 998 85.8 84,7 663 648 496 152 1%
HAWAIT o o ¢ o o o o o ' 3 409 2 372 69,6 69,6 1 037 1 037 667 370 (z2)
IDAHO o o o ¢ o ¢ o o 0 0 o o 527 281 7263 41,9 146 1?3 128 8 13
ILLINOIS o o o o o o o o ¢ » o 31 072 23 545 75.8 89,1 T %27 7 266 S 34 1 924 261
INDIANA ¢ ¢ o o s ¢ o ¢ o 0 o 6 412 5 292 82,5 82,0 1 120 1 096 836 260 24
IOWA ¢ o s ¢ 0 0o 06 0 0 0 0 00 4 793 4 333 90.4 68.3 460 452 321 131 (-]
KANSAS ¢ o o o ¢ o 8 0 o 0 o 2 8713 2 665 92.8 33.8 208 187 159 29 21
KENTUCKY o o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o o o o | 11 811 10 618 89,9 65,1 1193 1 146 946 199 47
LOUISIANA o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ o » 2 314 1 924 83,1 40,9 390 379 345 34 10
MAINE o o« ¢ o s o 6 0 0 0 0 ¢ 2 479 1 933 78.0 62.6 546 822 405 117 24
MARYLAND o ¢ o o o ¢ o o o ¢ o 10 094 7 849 77.8 60,8 2 242 2 160 1 223 938 82
MASSACHUSETTS o o o o o o o & 1> 817 11 474 83,0 7646 2 343 2 303 2 274 29 40
MICHIGAN o o o o o o ¢ o o ¢ & 15 724 10 047 63.7 48,9 5 707 5 558 3 027 2 538 142
MINNESOTA o o o o o ¢ o o ¢ o 2 200 1 614 80,7 64.1 385 385 342 43 1
MISSISSIPPI ¢ o o ¢ o s o o o 1 063 897 a4.4 44,7 167 164 90 73 3
MISSOURI o o o o ¢ ¢ o o o o o 6 465 5 130 9.4 33.7 1 335 1 323 1 018 305 12
MONTANA o ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ 0 o ¢ ¢ & 4909 339 82.9 4.1 70 69 49 20 1
NEBRASKA o o o o o o ¢ o o ¢ o 3 160 2 524 79,9 58.3 636 626 211 418 10
NEVADA o s ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o 1 213 T64 63,0 46,8 449 439 279 159 11
NEW HAMPSHIRE o ¢ o o o o ¢ o 2 254 1 926 8%.4 79.2 328 301 301 (2) 27
NEW JERSEY ¢ o ¢ o 0 o o o ¢ o 26 767 21 673 81,0 76,2 3 094 8 072 3 636 143y 22
NEW MEXICO o o ¢ o o o o 4 ¢ o 789 638 80,9 40,0 151 149 52 98 1
NEW YORK o o o o o o o o o ¢ o 53 469 24 904 4s.4 86,4 26 %68 26 290 15 582 10 708 27%
NORTH CAROLINA o o o ¢ o o ¢ o 9 325 T 1% 83.2 97,0 1 566 1 543 1 444 99 23
NORTH DAKOTA o o ¢ o o o o ¢ o 472 492 9%5.8 6%.2 20 19 4 -] (2)
OHIO ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ o & ¢ 0 0 o o 21 582 17 oou 78.8 50,3 4 578 4 471 3 316 1 156 107
OKLAHOMA & s o o ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ o 2 209 1874 84,7 81.9 338 336 206 130 2
OREGON o o ¢ ¢ » ¢ ¢ ¢ o s o o 2 663 2 128 79,9 60,2 338 524 358 167 11
PENNSYLVANIA o o o o 6 o ¢ o 17 336 13 582 78,3 78,3 3 T84 3 609 2 929 680 143
RHODE ISLAND ¢ o o o ¢ o & o o 2 514 2 063 82,2 63.4 LT ] 427 bLL) 72 21
SOUTH CAROLINA + o o o o & o o 416 2%9 62.3 2%.0 187 156 136 20 1
SOUTH DAKOTA « o s o o s o o 1678 1604 93,6 67.0 74 72 49 24 2
TENNESSEE o ¢ o o ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ 3 893 2 854 73.3 87,7 1 U9 1 026 681 348 13
TEXAS o o ¢ ¢ s s 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ | §2 330 6 938 563 42.4 5 392 2 232 1 937 29% 3160
UTAH o o o & o o 00 804 645 80,2 41,9 199 111 86 23 48
VERMONT & o o o o 00 561 454 80,9 70.9 108 106 102 3 2
VIRGINIA ¢ & ¢ o “ e o 0 7 284 5 411 TU4.3 83,0 1 873 1 798 997 80l 76
WASHINGTON o o o LI I Y 3 672 3 006 81,9 61.4 665 649 sS4y 115 16
WEST VIRGINIA '« ¢ o o o o o o 2 510 2 096 83,5 #1246 41y 340 329 11 74
WISCONSIN o o o 6 o o ¢ o s o 1> 72% 10 173 79.9 67,3 2 952 2 %27 1973 983 2%
WYOHMING o o ¢ o6 o o o o o » o 91 315 80,6 26.8 7 76 s 42 (2)
Note: Beecour v of rounding, o tull may not udd 1o totalr, Z Leos then 40,5 million, properties with un assessed value above an amwunt which, In
lipht of the reopetive creas! average napescmentesales ratio Cor less valusble properiles, muy be presumed to have a current market value in exeors of approxi-
mately $2%0,000 vach,  See text discuscion of "Ordinury real cstate," 2In the main, separately resessed mineral rights, and realty a::cosment not subJlect to
clas ifieation by type of property,
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Table 9. Measurable Sales of Ordinary Real Estate During a 6-Month Period, by Type of Property,

by States: 1966

Percentage ratio of assessed value

Approximate

Ordinary real estate involved in measurable sales during a 6-month period market value of |  Exhibit;
fo sales price of sold properties all assessed | Assessed
Percent of ) ordinary real v:!llued?t
ercent of assessmen Simple sales-based averags estate, as all ordi-
Item Assessed valye |  Asgregate foll totals Stalewide P ¢ indicated by | nary real
Numbe'ri of sales price S'iélet . measurable | estate, 1966
propesties weighte sales
Number of | Assessed| average Statewide SNSA portion
(thousand (thousand properties | value of State (thousand (thousand
dollars) dollars) dollars) dollars)
UNITED STATES
ALL TYPES OF PROPERTYs o o o o o o o ¢ o o| | Ou? 487 4 774 858 | 14 652 763 1e46 1.6% 330.8 32.6 32.1 %942 652 009290 043 030
RESIDENTIALe o o ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ 6 0 4 0 ¢ 697 8201 3 979 412 | 11 396 74 1.67 1.90 M, 34,9 35.2 /606 381 903/209940 372
ACREAGE AND FARMSo ¢ o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o o o ¢ o 103 763 251 972 | 31 417 0%0 0+76 0.64 18,8 17.8 116,54 |208 653 38139 131 980
VACANT LOTSe o o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 2 0 0 0 0 ¢ & 212 513 204 370 aus 794 1:50 2.2% 23.9 24.1 24,9 ’37 930 924| 9 074 178
COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIALe o ¢ o ¢ o o » & 33 361 339 10% 1 000 173 1el47 1.06 33%,.6 33.9 33.4 {°89 685 801|331 896 320
ALABAMA
ALL TYPES OF PROPERTYs o ¢ o o ¢ ¢ » & & o 16 979 34 166 173 574 1e43 172 14,9 1947 22¢3 | 13 332 4r8| 1 9689 266
RESIOENTIALs o o o ¢ o ¢ o ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ 0 0 o ¢ 10 067 28 836 128 812 1455 2419 2004 224 240 6 458 879 1 317 9¢9
ACREAGE AND FARMSe o o o o o o ¢ o o 4 o o 2 208 2 116 23 oua 063 054 8.8 8.8 (a,7) 4 447 868 392 848
VACANT LOTSe o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o ¢ s ¢ 5 ¢ 0 0 ¢ & 4 301 2 469 U oNn 3.22 6015 15.7 176 1940 256 300 40 173
COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIALe ¢ o o ¢ o o o o 323 s 6 783 0473 031 110 11,0 128 2 169 U3} 238 276
ALASKA
ALL TYPES OF PROPERTYe ¢ o o ¢ o o s o 762 10 085 12 449 1.00 123 7.9 81.0 (x 3886 321 819 727
RESIDENTIALe o @ ¢ o ¢ o ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 o o o 402 8 389 9 818 1e26 149 83e6 88,5 X 674 196 563 369
ACREAGE AND FARMSe ¢ o o o « s 0 0 o 57 247 476 0«70 0«42 5149 51.9 (81,9 114 203 59 261
VACANT LOTSe ¢ o o ¢ o s o I TR 283 904 1 379 0+85 1ei4l 6546 6546 (x 97 %22 64 193
COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIALe o o ¢ o o o 20 545 779 0.82 Oelil (3) 7040 (x (3) 132 904
ARIZONA
ALL TYPES OF PROPERTYs o o o o ¢ ¢ o o o o 15 520 25 694 159 8% 242 2449 1%.4 16.1} 1746 6 724 817 1 032 79
RESIDENTIALS ¢ o o ¢ o o o ¢ ¢ 06 0 06 0 0 o 7 024 21 467 114 665 2431 258 182 187 198 4 571 ol¢é 833 219
ACREAGE AND FARMSe o ¢ o o o ¢ ¢ o o 4 ¢ o 1 592 1 323 15 202 245} 1463 847 8.7 (6,9) 932 239 8l 131
VACANT LOTSe o ¢ o ¢ 0 ¢ 0 0 0 06 0 ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ 5 632 998 13 692 2442 213 Te3 Te3 68 641 520 46 760
COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIALe o o o ¢ o o o o 472 1 906 16 122 Te47 2:66 124 11.8 107 579 442 71 681
ARKANSAS
ALL TYPES OF PROPERTYs o o o ¢ s ¢ o ¢ ¢ o 12 421 10 140 83 087 091 108 9.8 12.2 164 9 512 780 936 539
RESIDENTIALe ¢ o o o ¢ o 0 o 0 ¢ 0 o 4 ¢ o 4 309 711 44 867 1e29 1062 153 16,0 176 2 878 508 441 374
ACREAGE AND FARMSe o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ 0 ¢ o o ¢ 2 97 1 486 22 160 052 0ed2 6.8 6¢7 (6.7) 3 253 892 3se 177
VACANT LOTSe o ¢ o ¢ o s 0 0 0 0 0 ¢ ¢ 0 o 4 911 Te8 11 265 1el4 230 49 6.8 142 676 488 33 428
COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIALe o o o o o ¢ o o 224 715 4 795 075 068 149 14,49 15.2 703 892 104 960
CALIFORNIA
ALL TYPES OF PROPERTYs o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o 0 ¢ & o 113 411 430 323 2 282 33 1e96 185 18,7 18,9 189 (124 369 62%5{23 209 488
RESIOENTIALe o« ¢ ¢ ¢ o 0 ¢ 0 0o 0 0 06 6 o & 83 938 Y82 988 L 847 218 2,04 2403 19.7 19.7 19¢6 | 90 890 998 (17 905 947
ACREAGE AND FARMSe o o ¢ ¢ s o ¢ o o o o & 6 89) 18 575 146 153 146 Qe84 1401 1247 (14,0) [ 15 %90 488| 2 201 988
VACANT LOTSe o o ¢ ¢ 0 0 ¢ 0 0 ¢ 0 0 ¢ ¢ o 19 400 20 9us 136 386 1493 213 15.4 154 15.2 6 406 169 988 212
COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIALe ¢ o ¢ o 0 ¢ o » 3 182 27 &15 152 577 1452 131 18,4 18.2 1801 | 41 481 950 2 1t6 338
COLORADO
ALL TYPES OF PROPERTYe o o ¢ ¢ ¢ o o ¢ o o 20 449 68 255 269 729 2.80 276 F{Y ) 2543 2646 | 10 026 693] 2 470 123
RESIDENTIALe o ¢ » ¢ 2 ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ 0 0 0 o ¢ 12 783 53 075 196 279 275 304 267 2740 